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THE  SECRETARY 


The  Future  Agenda  in  Arms  Control 


Secretary  Shultz's  address  before 
the  American  and  European  Nuclear 
Societies  and  the  Nuclear  Energy 
Forum  on  October  31,  1988. ' 

It  is  a  paradox  of  history  that  great 
periods  of  ferment  and  unrest  often 
evoke  creativity  in  the  arts  and  sci- 
ences. Insecurity  can  impel  us  to  probe 
the  limits  of  knowledge  and  sometimes 
move  beyond  them. 

Forty-six  years  ago,  in  the  midst 
of  the  horror  and  destruction  of  world 
war,  Enrico  Fermi  and  his  colleagues 
pushed  the  limits  of  mankind's  knowl- 
edge beyond  anything  then  imaginable. 
On  a  bitter  cold  day  in  December  1942, 
in  a  squash  court  under  Stagg  Field  at 
the  University  of  Chicago,  mankind 
achieved  the  first  controlled  nuclear  re- 
action. It  ushered  in  the  atomic  and 
nuclear  era,  and  it  defined  the  course  of 
international  politics  and  security  in  the 
aftermath  of  the  World  War. 

These  meetings  of  the  American 
and  European  Nuclear  Societies  and 
the  Nuclear  Energy  Forum  commemo- 
rate the  50th  anniversary  of  the  discov- 
ery of  nuclear  fission.  You  are  here 
to  probe  issues  related  to  energy.  You 
are  here  because  mankind  continues  to 
wrestle  with  fundamental  questions 
relating  to  security  in  the  nuclear 
age — among  them,  proliferation  and 
arms  control. 


Challenges  of 
the  Nuclear  Era 

For  the  United  States,  the  nuclear  era 
has  presented  enormous  challenges.  In 
the  immediate  aftermath  of  Fermi's 
chain  reaction,  the  desperate  struggle 
to  turn  back  totalitarian  aggression  in 
Europe  and  Asia  guided  our  policy  on 
the  development  and  use  of  nuclear  en- 
ergy. The  policy  choices  and  challenges 
during  this  period  were  clear,  and  our 
capability  of  pursuing  them  was  un- 
challenged: The  United  States  was  the 
only  nuclear  power. 

After  World  War  II,  this  situation 
changed.  The  Soviet  Union  became  a 
nuclear  power  and  strove  for  strategic 
parity.  In  time,  the  United  States  and 
the  Soviet  Union  entered  into  a  pro- 
tracted period  of  global  competition,  in 
which  nuclear  weapons  provided  nei- 
ther side  with  an  advantage.  Against 
the  backdrop  of  nuclear  arsenals  capa- 
ble of  vast  destruction,  the  Soviets 


sought  military  preponderance  as  a 
means  of  ensuring  political  domination. 
This  placed  special  demands  on  the 
United  States — how  to  deal  with  a  situ- 
ation that  was  fraught  with  dangers 
and  ambiguities. 

In  dealing  with  these  challenges  of 
the  postwar  period,  the  United  States 
has  enjoyed  the  advantages  of  democ- 
racy, cooperative  relations  with  allies, 
and  strength.  We  are  a  free  and  demo- 
cratic society,  founded  on  principles  of 
liberty  and  openness.  Our  creative  en- 
ergies are  not  spent  on  internal  repres- 
sion or  state-dominated  enterprise.  We 
are  able  to  engage  with  the  world  as 
free  people,  interested  in  seeing  that 
others  enjoy,  too,  freedom  and  liberty. 

We  are  a  society  anxious  to  expand 
the  circle  of  like-minded  people.  As 
more  and  more  people  turn  to  open 
economies,  democracy,  and  freer  so- 
cieties, they  join  together  in  more 
multilateral  associations.  Such  regional 
and  functional  groupings  have  taken  on 
increasing  importance,  for  they  have 
provided  new  avenues  of  approach  in 
dealing  with  issues  of  global  security. 

And  we  are  a  society  committed 
to  strength — strength  through  our  own 
political,  economic,  and  military  power 
and  strength  through  alliances  with  the 
world's  great  democracies;  and,  I  might 
say,  the  strength  that  comes  from  being 
convinced  that  our  way,  our  ideals,  are 
the  right  ideals.  It's  very  important 
for  us,  in  this  competition,  to  be  secure 
in  the  belief  that  we  are  on  the  right 
track.  And  in  this  day  when  the  Rea- 
gan Administration  is  coming  to  an  end 
and  people  are  looking  at  what  it  is 
that  Ronald  Reagan  brought  to  this 
country,  my  own  opinion  is  that  the 
most  profound  contribution  was  to  re- 
store our  self-confidence  and  our  sense 
of  self-esteem  that  the  things  we  stand 
for  are  the  right  things.  So,  certainly, 
these  sources  of  strength  are  impor- 
tant, and  our  military  and  political 
strength— and  that  of  our  allies — has 
expanded  exponentially  as  it  has  devel- 
oped into  a  shared  defense  burden. 

Nuclear  Nonproliferation 

These  values  and  strengths  impelled  us 
initially  to  seek  to  maximize  control 
over  the  spread  of  nuclear  weapons. 
This  meant  nuclear  nonproliferation. 

Twenty-five  years  ago,  experts  as- 
sumed that  the  spread  of  nuclear  weap- 
ons was  inexorable.  They  predicted  that 


between  15  and  25  countries  would  have 
nuclear  weapons  by  the  late  1980s. 
Well,  they  were  wrong.  Despite  difficul- 
ties, the  effort  to  prevent  nuclear  pro- 
liferation has  succeeded. 

The  earlier  prophets  of  gloom  did 
not  foresee  the  determined  efforts  that 
would  be  undertaken  by  the  interna- 
tional community  to  deter  the  spread  of 
those  deadly  weapons.  They  did  not  an- 
ticipate the  ability  of  countries  like  the 
United  States  and  others  to  control  this 
threat  to  world  peace  through  a  web  of 
institutional  arrangements,  legal  com- 
mitments, technological  safeguards,  and 
alternative  means  for  addressing  se- 
curity concerns.  They  did  not  under- 
stand that  the  will  of  people  throughout 
the  world  seems  to  be  imbedded  in  the 
Nonproliferation  Treaty.  All  of  this  has 
instilled  confidence  in  the  nonprolifera- 
tion effort,  and  this  has  paid  off  in  an 
increasing  number  of  adherents  to  the 
treaty. 

In  promoting  nonproliferation 
efforts,  we  have  been  mindful  of  the 
underlying  reality  that  basic  nuclear 
knowledge  cannot  be  kept  secret.  Nu- 
clear fission  itself  was  discovered  by 
German  scientists,  who  sought  to  ex- 
plain the  results  of  pioneering  experi- 
ments by  Italian  scientists  using  the 
neutron,  itself  discovered  by  British 
scientists.  The  futility  of  total  secrecy 
was  recognized  by  President  Eisen- 
hower in  1953  when  he  proposed  a 
program  of  international  nuclear 
cooperation.  And  it  was  the  fundamen- 
tal principle  behind  the  creation  of  the 
International  Atomic  Energy  Agency 
(IAEA)  and  the  nuclear  Nonprolifera- 
tion Treaty — namely,  that  peaceful  nu- 
clear development  could  be  secured  by 
agreement  not  to  engage  in  develop- 
ment of  nuclear  weapons. 

Nonproliferation  is  consistent  with 
a  policy  of  nuclear  cooperation.  The  key 
element  for  security  is  prudent  re- 
straint on  the  dissemination  of  nuclear 
know-how  and  equipment.  For  this  rea- 
son, we  continue  to  withhold  nuclear 
assistance  from  nations  whose  inten- 
tions are  suspect  or  unclear.  We  con- 
tinue to  press  for  universal  adherence 
to  the  Nonproliferation  Treaty.  We  con- 
tinue to  work  on  strengthening  the 
IAEA  safeguards  system  to  meet  the 
challenges  of  increasing  technological 
sophistication  and  expanding  nuclear 
commerce.  This  is  the  nonproliferation 
challenge,  and  it  must  be  met. 
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Don't  misunderstand  me.  We  have 
plenty  of  problems,  and  we  struggle 
everyday  with  these.  But  the  main 
point  is  that,  compared  with  predictions 
of  15  or  20  years  ago,  it  hasn't  turned 
out  that  way.  It's  much  better.  It's 
much  better  because  the  effort  has 
been  made.  The  effort  has  been  made 
and  succeeds  because  people  support  it, 
and  they  support  it  because  they  know 
it's  the  right  thing  to  do. 

Arms  Control  and  the 
U.S. -Soviet  Agenda 

Stopping  the  spread  of  nuclear  weapons 
and  weapons  technology  is  not  enough. 
The  Reagan  Administration  has  worked 
hard  and  successfully  on  arms  reduc- 
tion agreements. 

Creative  and  sustained  diplomatic 
engagement  has  led  to  fair  and  mutu- 
ally beneficial  agreements  to  provide 
for  greater  international  security.  The 
combination  of  strength  and  diplomacy 
has  guided  our  approach  to  U.S. -Soviet 
relations. 

But  arms  control  and  arms  reduc- 
tion have  not  monopolized  our  atten- 
tion. Under  President  Reagan,  the 
United  States  has  engaged  with  the  So- 
viet Union  with  unprecedented  vigor 
and  effectiveness  on  all  aspects  of  our 
agenda — human  rights,  bilateral  rela- 
tions, arms  control,  and  regional  con- 
flicts. The  environment  in  which  we 
pursue  these  issues  has  changed 
fundamentally. 

•  Respect  for  human  rights  has 
now  become  an  integral  part  of  the 
agenda.  I  remember  when  I  first 
started  in  and  I  would  bring  up  these 
subjects.  Nyetl  Couldn't  be  on  the  table 
for  discussion.  Now  it's  built  right  in. 

•  America's  military  might  has 
been  restored  and  invigorated. 

•  Alliance  unity  has  been  renewed 
and  strengthened. 

•  Efforts  to  resolve  regional  con- 
flicts have  moved  forward,  as  in 
Afghanistan,  and  maybe  Angola,  and 
elsewhere. 

•  Arms  control  agreements  have 
resulted  from  patient  and  successful 
negotiations. 

In  this  environment,  enhanced 
efforts  in  the  areas  of  arms  control  and 
nuclear  security  have  paid  off.  A  work- 
able process  of  negotiations,  implemen- 
tation, and  verification  resulted  in 
agreements  carefully  negotiated  and 
founded  on  principles  adhered  to 
faithfully.  The  starting  point  is  the  con- 
cept posed  by  President  Reagan,  and 


agreed  to  by  Soviet  leader  Gorbachev, 
at  their  first  meeting  in  Geneva:  "A 
nuclear  war  cannot  be  won  and  must 
never  be  fought." 

I  remember — I  think  it  was  in 
1983 — I  was  invited  to  give  the  com- 
mencement address  at  Stanford.  I  had 
come  from  a  NATO  meeting  and  talked 
about  that  mainly,  but  I  got  off  that 
phrase.  The  graduating  class,  and 
everybody,  exploded  in  applause.  It 
went  on  for  about  a  minute,  which  was 
a  long  time  for  applause.  After  every- 
body died  down,  I  said,  "That's  a  quote 
from  Ronald  Reagan." 

We  negotiated  the  historic  interme- 
diate-range nuclear  forces  (INF)  agree- 
ment— the  first  agreement  to  require 
reductions  in  nuclear  arsenals  rather 
than  simply  slowing  down  increases  in 
nuclear  capability.  It  was  preceded  by 
tough  decisions  by  the  United  States 
and  our  allies  to  deploy  Pershing  II  and 
ground-launched  cruise  missiles  in 
Western  Europe  in  order  to  protect  our 
security  and  to  induce  a  serious  Soviet 
response  in  the  negotiations. 

The  INF  Treaty  eliminates  an  en- 
tire class  of  nuclear  arms.  It  demon- 
strates that  arms  control  can  do  more 
than  simply  codify  existing  deployment 
plans.  This  agreement  reduces  and  re- 
shapes nuclear  arsenals;  it  promotes  a 
safer  and  more  stable  world.  The  treaty 
has  rigorous  provisions  on  inspection, 
monitoring,  and  data  exchange;  these 
will  result  in  effective  verification,  and 
they  set  valuable  precedents  for  future 
agreements.  These  provisions  will  pro- 
duce openness  and  cooperative  contacts 
on  sensitive  military  matters  that,  over 
time,  will  profoundly  affect  how  we  and 
the  Soviets  perceive  one  another. 

In  START — the  strategic  arms  re- 
duction talks — we  are  pursuing  this 
course  of  reducing  nuclear  arms.  We 
are  far  down  the  road  toward  complet- 
ing a  treaty  calling  for  50%  reductions 
in  strategic  offensive  arms.  Some  key 
issues  remain  unresolved.  But  the  out- 
lines of  the  agreement  and  many  of  its 
details  are  already  in  place,  providing  a 
sound  basis  for  completing  the  treaty 
early  in  the  next  Administration. 

START  will  contribute  to  the  policy 
of  deterrence.  Until  an  alternative  sys- 
tem of  security  becomes  feasible,  we 
must  continue  to  rely  on  nuclear  deter- 
rence. For  the  foreseeable  future,  our 
goal  must  be  to  strengthen  nuclear  de- 
terrence and  make  it  work  at  lower, 
safer  force  levels.  That  is  the  goal 
of  START. 


START  allows  us  to  retain  diverse, 
survivable  retaliatory  forces.  While 
START  requires  substantial  reductions 
in  U.S.  and  Soviet  forces,  including  a 
50%  reduction  of  their  heavy  ICBMs 
[intercontinental  ballistic  missiles],  our 
programs  to  enhance  the  survivability 
and  effectiveness  of  our  ICBMs,  sub- 
marine-launched ballistic  missiles,  and 
bombers  can  go  forward.  With  the  right 
combination  of  START  limits  on  the 
threat  and  our  own  modernization  pro- 
gram, we  will  be  in  a  stronger  position 
to  ensure  the  continued  survivability  of 
our  deterrent  than  we  would  be  with- 
out an  agreement. 

The  objective  of  START  is  stabiliz- 
ing reductions — reductions  structured 
so  as  to  decrease  incentives  to  launch 
an  attack.  The  draft  treaty  being 
worked  out  in  Geneva  will  do  just  that. 
The  sooner  it  is  completed,  the  better 
off  we  will  all  be. 

Now,  let  me  comment  on  the  future 
agenda  in  arms  control. 

The  Future  Agenda 
in  Arms  Control 

So,  continued  efforts  on  nonprolife ra- 
tion and  intensified  negotiations  on 
arms  control  and  arms  reductions  can 
help  meet  the  challenges  of  the  nuclear 
age.  But,  even  as  we  achieve  greater 
strategic  stability  at  lower  levels  of  of- 
fensive nuclear  arms,  and  just  as  we 
begin  to  see  real  progress  on  nuclear 
nonproliferation,  new  dangers  appear. 
Sophisticated  missile  technology  and 
ballistic  missiles  are  proliferating. 
Chemical  weapons  are  being  used  by 
a  growing  number  of  states. 

The  availability  of  sophisticated 
weapons  presents  serious  problems. 
But  two  dangers  stand  out. 

First,  the  increasing  availability 
on  the  world  arms  market  of  relatively 
long-range,  surface-to-surface  ballistic 
missiles.  In  the  gulf  war,  both  bellig- 
erents used  Soviet  SCUD  missiles. 
Saudi  Arabia  is  acquiring  Chinese 
CSS-2  missiles  with  a  range  exceeding 
1,500  miles.  Other  countries  in  the  Mid- 
dle East  and  elsewhere  are  acquiring 
ballistic  missiles.  The  superpowers 
might  consider  some  of  these  missiles 
"obsolete,"  but  not  the  consumers. 
Soon,  many  countries  will  be  able  to 
build  their  own  missiles — maybe,  unless 
we  are  able  to  stop  them.  Weaponry 
of  enormous  destructive  potential  is 
reaching  the  hands  of  parties  with  little 
regard  for  traditional  inhibiting 
controls. 
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Second,  there  is  the  renewal  of 
chemical  warfare,  surely  the  most  de- 
spicable and  abhorrent  development  of 
our  day.  Nations  are  now  confronted  by 
violations  of  the  oldest  and  most  widely 
observed  arms  control  agreement — the 
1925  Geneva  protocol  that  prohibits  poi- 
sonous gas  and  chemical  warfare.  The 
scourge  is  spreading.  The  protocol  is 
being  repeatedly  violated.  We  stand  up 
and  criticize  these  violations,  but  some- 
times we  have  been  almost  alone  in  do- 
ing so. 

The  most  frightening  nightmare 
would  be  the  eventual  combination  of 
chemical  warheads  on  ballistic  missiles 
in  the  hands  of  states  with  little  regard 
for  international  opposition  to  their 
use.  For  this  reason,  the  United  States 
has  taken  the  lead  to  curb  the  prolifera- 
tion of  both  technologies. 

In  bilateral  talks  with  the  Soviets 
and  in  the  UN  Committee  on  Disarma- 
ment, there  have  been  negotiations  on  a 
comprehensive  chemical  warfare  ban. 
Those  negotiations  are  based  on  a  U.S. 
draft  convention  tabled  by  Vice  Presi- 
dent Bush  in  1984.  We  also  want  to 
harmonize  and  strengthen  chemical  ex- 
port controls.  And,  on  September  26,     . 
President  Reagan  called  for  a  confer- 
ence of  the  parties  to  the  1925  Geneva 
protocol  and  other  concerned  states  to 
strengthen  norms  against  the  use  of 
those  abhorrent  weapons.  This  confer- 
ence will  be  held  in  Paris  in  early 
January. 

The  United  States  and  key  Western 
partners  developed  the  Missile  Tech- 
nology Control  Regime  to  control  the 
spread  of  ballistic  missiles.  Now,  we  are 
talking  with  the  Soviets  and  Chinese  in 
an  effort  to  deal  with  this  growing 
danger. 

Our  agenda  also  includes  a  broad 
range  of  other  activities,  all  aimed  at 
deterring  conflict. 

•  Thirty-five  members  of  the  Stock- 
holm conference  devised  advance  notifi- 
cation and  observation  measures — first 
real  onsite  inspection — for  certain  mili- 
tary activities  in  Europe. 

•  The  Soviet  Union  and  we  estab- 
lished Nuclear  Risk  Reduction  Centers 
in  our  capitals  to  reduce  the  risk  of  war 
through  accident  or  miscalculation.  We 
upgraded  the  "Hot  Line"  and  agreed  to 
prenotify  all  launches  of  ballistic 
missiles. 

•  Two  new  negotiations  on  conven- 
tional arms  will  begin  soon.  One  will 
explore  additional  confidence-  and 
security-building  measures  for  Europe. 


The  other  will  seek  to  eliminate  de- 
stabilizing conventional  force  asymme- 
tries in  Europe. 

•  Headway  has  been  made  on  an 
agreement  in  the  area  of  defense  and 
space. 

•  We  and  the  Soviets  have  agreed 
to  a  practical,  step-by-step  program  to 
limit  nuclear  testing  in  parallel  with 
progress  in  reducing  nuclear  arms.  The 
first  step  is  to  strengthen  the  verifica- 
tion arrangements  of  the  Threshold 
Test  Ban  and  Peaceful  Nuclear  Explo- 
sions Treaties  so  that  those  agreements 
can  be  ratified. 


Controlling  Arms: 
Ingredients  for  Success 

Our  efforts  in  nonproliferation,  arms 
control,  and  arms  reduction  have 
helped  us  confront  the  challenges  of  the 
past  and  those  of  today.  This  experi- 
ence points  to  seven  ingredients  for 
success  in  confronting  the  challenge  of 
arms  control  in  the  period  ahead. 

First,  we  must  continue  to  depend 
primarily  on  our  own  defense  pro- 
grams. Arms  control  efforts  can  com- 
plement those  programs  and  contribute 
importantly  to  our  security.  But  it  can- 
not take  their  place,  so  pay  attention  to 
the  defense  budget. 

Second,  success  through  nego- 
tiations for  our  security  depends  on 
readiness  to  ensure  our  security  by 
ourselves.  Active  U.S.  defense  pro- 
grams give  the  Soviets  incentive  to  ne- 
gotiate flexibly.  You  can't  sell  it  if  you 
give  it  away. 

Third,  for  the  effort  to  control 
arms  to  be  effective,  progress  must  be 
pursued  on  every  aspect  of  our  foreign 
policy  agenda.  Our  policy  cannot  be 
sustained  politically  against  a  back- 
ground of  Soviet  human  rights  abuses 
and  regional  adventurism.  As  agree- 
ments between  the  superpowers  on 
force  levels  and  structures  are  negoti- 
ated, the  two  sides  must  find  areas  of 
common  trust  and  sensibility  on  human 
rights,  regional  conflicts,  and  other  bi- 
lateral problems. 

Fourth,  negotiating  leverage  de- 
rives, in  large  part,  from  support  by 
our  allies,  the  Congress,  and  the  Amer- 
ican public.  The  INF  Treaty  is  a  trib- 
ute to,  and  a  product  of,  alliance 
unity — the  determination  of  the  basing 
countries  to  go  forward  with  deploy- 
ments, the  cohesion  of  NATO  at  every 
step  of  the  negotiations,  and  the  soli- 
darity of  our  allies  and  friends  in  Asia 


who  contributed  so  substantially  to  the 
global-zero  outcome.  Support  from  the 
U.S.  Congress  and  public  is  no  less  es- 
sential. The  need  to  protect  the  confi- 
dentiality of  sensitive  negotiating 
details  must  be  balanced  against  the 
need  to  share  information  with  the 
Congress  and  the  public. 

Fifth,  the  proper  balance  must  be 
struck  between  deliberateness  and  de- 
cisiveness. Care,  patience,  and  firmness 
are  essential  in  formulating  negotiating 
objectives  and  persisting  at  the  table 
until  they  are  achieved.  But  there  also 
must  be  the  courage  necessary  for 
closure.  In  many  respects,  it's  easier  to 
argue  than  it  is  to  agree  and  to  say  I 
will  agree  to  this  and  I  will  sell  it,  I 
will  stand  up  for  it.  So  we  have  to  have 
the  courage  for  closure  while  pushing 
to  get  the  details  right.  It's  not  easy. 
But  strong  and  decisive  leadership  is 
required  to  close  a  deal,  as  President 
Reagan  provided  in  INF. 

Sixth,  we  must  think  realistically 
about  verification.  The  Soviet  record  of 
noncompliance  with  previous  arms  con- 
trol agreements  calls  for  the  highest 
standards  of  verifiability.  But  not  all  in- 
trusive verification  measures  are  ac- 
ceptable to  the  United  States  or  the 
Soviet  Union;  on  our  side,  certain  facili- 
ties simply  cannot  be  exposed  to  Soviet 
inspection.  So,  realistically,  no  arms 
control  agreement  will  be  perfectly  ver- 
ifiable. The  key  question  is  whether 
particular  trade-offs  are  justified  and 
whether  the  resulting  verification  re- 
gime, taken  overall,  will  protect  U.S. 
security  by  ensuring  timely  detection  of 
any  militarily  significant  violations.  The 
new  Soviet  openness  to  inspection  is 
most  welcome,  but  the  heart  of  our  ver- 
ification capability  continues  to  be  our 
national  technical  means,  which  must 
be  modernized  and  expanded. 

Finally,  we  need  to  establish  pri- 
orities. NATO's  ministers  agreed  in 
June  1987  that  the  leading  arms  control 
tasks  for  the  period  ahead  were  con- 
cluding a  START  agreement,  achieving 
a  more  stable  balance  of  conventional 
forces,  and  negotiating  an  effectively 
verifiable  global  ban  on  chemical  weap- 
ons. Those  priorities  are  sound.  In  ad- 
dition, we  must  continue  to  strengthen 
our  efforts  against  the  proliferation  of 
nuclear  weapons  and  other  destabilizing 
weapons  technologies. 
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The  Challenges  Ahead 

The  pace  and  scope  of  change  now  are 
great.  So,  too,  is  the  potential  for  sci- 
entific and  technological  change.  Forty- 
five  years  ago,  the  United  States  met 
the  challenge  of  fascism  and  aggression 
with  a  commitment  to  science  that 
ushered  in  a  new  world  of  creativity 
and  discovery.  In  the  ensuing  decades, 
we  have  met  the  challenge  of  the  nu- 
clear age  through  commitment  to  our 
own  deterrent  capability,  but  also  to 
nonproliferation,  arms  control,  and 
arms  reduction.  The  period  ahead  will 
be  no  less  challenging. 

American  leadership,  broad  inter- 
national cooperation,  and  global  com- 
mitment to  enforceable  agreements — 
these  are  the  ways  to  meet  the  chal- 
lenges that  lie  ahead.  Let  us  work  and 
hope  that: 

•  As  science  and  technology  make 
the  world  smaller,  it  will  become  too 
small  for  conflict  with  increasingly 
dangerous  weapons; 

•  As  ideas  about  freedom  and  lib- 
erty spread,  the  world  will  become  in- 
tolerant of  ideological  rigidity  or  self- 
centered  ambition;  and 

•  As  the  internationalization  of  the 
global  marketplace  tears  down  trade 
and  commercial  barriers,  the  world  will 
cooperate  more  fully  in  international 
politics  and  collective  security. 

Our  enduring  spirit  of  pragmatism 
will  guide  us  well  during  this  period  of 
fundamental  change.  We  achieved  re- 
markable success  in  transforming  the 
legacy  of  Fermi  into  the  international 
system  of  checks  and  balances  that  ex- 
ists today.  That  same  commitment — to 
strength,  to  realism,  to  diplomacy,  to 
deterrence  and  international  coopera- 
tion— must  propel  us  forward  to  meet 
the  challenges  of  tomorrow. 


Security  Awareness,  Measures, 
and  Management 


'Press  release  230  of  Nov.  2,  1988. 


Secretary  Shultz's  address  before 
the  Overseas  Security  Advisory  Council 
on  November  2,  1988.1 

I  remember  very  well  the  first  of  the 
meetings  we  had,  when  this  council  was 
formed  around  3  years  ago.  If  my  mem- 
ory is  right,  we  had  around  75  or  80  or 
so  of  the  founding  members  come  and 
have  our  first  discussion  about  an  inter- 
action between  the  efforts  we're  mak- 
ing in  the  government  and  in  the  State 
Department  and  the  needs  and  prob- 
lems and  contributions  that  people 
working  overseas — corporate  citizens 
working  overseas — can  make  and  help 
that  we  can  give.  So,  this  pattern  of 
interaction  started.  I  suppose  it's  a 
measure  of  the  fact  that  the  problems 
are  real  and  that  the  pattern  of  cooper- 
ation is  worthwhile — that  we  have  seen 
this  activity  grow  and  prosper. 

Let  me  just  step  back  and  review 
the  efforts  that  we  have  made,  and  the 
strategy  we  have  followed  in  coming  to 
grips  with  the  problems  of  terrorism. 

Realizing  Terrorism  Problems 

Certainly,  it  greeted  me  when  I  first 
became  Secretary  of  State,  because  I 
had  hardly  been  here  when  our  Em- 
bassy in  Beirut  was  blown  up  by  a  car 
bomb.  If  I  hadn't  realized  that  ter- 
rorism was  a  problem  for  us,  I  knew  it 
right  away,  and  we  started  working  on 
this  subject. 

We  had  the  benefit  of  a  very  strong 
report  from  a  dedicated  group  of  peo- 
ple, chaired  by  Bobby  Inman,  who  gave 
us  a  lot  of  ideas  on  what  to  do.  I  think 
the  basic  strategy  we  could  see  goes 
something  like  this:  First  of  all,  we 
have  to  be  aware,  as  people  in  a  coun- 
try and  as  people  who  are  determined 
to  be  engaged  and  must  be  engaged 
overseas,  we  have  to  be  aware  of  the 
fact  that  there  is  a  security  threat. 

It's  always,  I  think,  necessary,  if 
you're  going  to  solve  a  problem,  for 
people  first  to  see  that  they've  got  one. 
If  you  start  talking  about  solutions  be- 
fore people  have  taken  it  on  board  that 
there  is  a  problem,  they  don't  pay  any 


attention  to  the  solutions.  So,  first  of 
all,  we  have  wanted  to  make  it  clear 
that  there  is  a  problem  and  what  the 
nature  of  the  problem  is,  what  its  di- 
mensions are. 

Then  we  have  said  to  ourselves,  if 
we're  going  to  contend  with  this  prob- 
lem adequately,  we  have  to  have  good 
intelligence  about  it,  good  informa- 
tion— intelligence  that  we  can  gather  as 
a  government,  things  that  you  are  alert 
to  as  you  work  overseas  that  come  into 
a  central  pool,  you  might  say,  in  which 
we  can  share  with  you,  intelligence  co- 
operation with  other  governments. 
We've  worked  very  hard  to  develop  our 
own  intelligence  and  a  network  of  intel- 
ligence about  the  terrorists.  We  have 
been  really  pretty  successful.  The  ter- 
rorists would  be  surprised  to  know  how 
much  we  know  about  them  by  this  time. 

Taking  Defensive  Measures 

Understanding  the  problem  and  having 
information  about  it  then  puts  you  in  a 
position  where  you  have  to  be  ready  to 
do  something  about  it.  I  think  there  are 
two  basic  things  that  we  need  to  do. 
One  is,  of  course,  to  take  defensive 
measures,  to  figure  out  things  that  we 
can  do  that  tend  to  make  us  harder  to 
get  at.  There  are  all  sorts  of  things  that 
have  come  about  and,  I  think,  to  a  cer- 
tain extent,  been  created  by  this  effort. 

It's  always  interesting  to  me  to 
read  that  in  some  installation  we  have 
somewhere,  there  was  an  explosion  and 
instead  of  the  glass  flying  all  over  the 
place  and  cutting  people  up  or  maybe 
killing  people — because  we've  learned 
something  about  what  to  do  with 
glass — it  didn't  shatter,  and  innumera- 
ble other  examples  of  things  that  are 
being  done  under  the  very  good  work  of 
Bob  Lamb  [Assistant  Secretary  for 
Diplomatic  Security  Robert  E.  Lamb] 
and  his  group  to  make  our  facilities 
more  secure.  We  see  them  right  around 
this  building.  It's  a  little  harder  to  get 
in. 
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On  the  other  hand,  it's  also  a  much 
more  secure  building.  I  might  say  that 
it's  been  done — some  of  the  exterior 
things — I  think  with  very  good  taste, 
and  it  looks  fine. 

In  making  ourselves  secure  in  our 
facilities  as  much  as  we  can,  among 
other  things,  within  the  constraints  of 
our  budget,  we  don't  want  to  present  a 
picture  of  the  United  States  and  its  fa- 
cilities as  being  sort  of  enclosed  and 
forbidding.  We  want  to  maintain  our 
stance  in  the  world  where  we  go  places 
and  we  want  to  be  part  of  the  commu- 
nity. We  want  to  mix.  We  want  to  have 
people  come  in  and  try  to  understand 
us,  and  we  want  to  understand  them. 
That's  our  way.  That's  the  American 
way  of  doing  things. 

But  at  the  same  time,  I  don't  think 
that's  at  all  incompatible  with  having 
facilities  that  are  secure.  I  liken  it  to 
the  early  days  of  our  efforts  around  air- 
ports. Some  of  you  may  have  heard  me 
say  before  that  I  was  the  Budget  Direc- 
tor when  we  first  started  in  on  that 
program,  and  we  were  going  to  have  to 
do  all  these  things  all  over  our  country, 
first  of  all.  Of  course,  as  the  Budget 
Director,  my  first  instinct  was  always 
to  say,  "No,  we  can't  spend  that  money. 
Are  you  sure?  Why?"  and  so  forth.  So 
we  work  at  that,  but  we  spent  the 
money,  and  we  put  these  facilities  out 
around  at  the  airports. 

I  remember,  at  first,  people  used 
to  complain.  "Why  do  I  have  to  stand  in 
line  to  wait  to  go  through  this  thing  to 
get  to  the  airplane?"  But  by  now  people 
see  that  it  works  and  that  it's  impor- 
tant. I  believe  most  of  you  now,  if  you 
go  to  an  airport  and  you  see  there's  no 
security,  it  makes  you  uneasy. 

Managing  Security  Problems 

I  think,  by  the  same  token,  we  want  to 
manage  our  security  problems  in  such  a 
way  that  it's  more  inviting  than  ever,  in 
the  sense  that  people  say  we've  taken 
sensible  steps  to  see  that  the  facilities 
they  come  into  are  secure  facilities.  By 
the  same  token,  part  of  our  job  is  to 
serve  the  American  community  over- 
seas and  to  work  with  you.  And  this 
kind  of  representative  group  enables  us 
to  do  that  together,  and  to  extend  our 


ideas  and  hear  yours  and  share  infor- 
mation so  that  the  Americans  overseas 
and  the  American  facilities  overseas — 
not  just  the  U.S.  Government  ones — 
can  be  done  as  well  as  they  possibly  can 
be. 

We've  also  worked  on  all  sorts  of 
security  awareness  measures.  You,  I 
think,  probably  will  see  or  have  seen 
the  exhibit  that  is  here,  and  this  has 
become  something  that  we're  doing  an- 
nually. I  might  say  this  came  about,  at 
least  a  little  bit  in  part,  out  of  thinking 
about  safety  in  American  industry. 

It's  a  good  story.  At  least,  my  ob- 
servation always  was  that  you  could 
take  two  offices  or  plants  or  construc- 
tion jobs,  or  whatever,  doing  more  or 
less  the  same  thing  with  the  same 
equipment,  and  so  on,  and  you  often 
would  see  very  different  safety  records 
in  the  two  places.  The  answer  to  why 
was  always  the  same:  Management  and 
awareness  and  the  getting  of  people  to 
see  that  there  is  a  problem  and  that 
they  can  do  something  about  it  by  pay- 
ing a  little  attention  to  their  behavior. 

I  think  I  asked  you  all  to  be  in 
touch  with  Du  Pont,  which  I  remember 
has  an  outstanding  safety  record  and  an 
outstanding  approach  to  it  that  I  hap- 
pen to  know  a  little  bit  about.  I  think  it 
helped  us  quite  a  lot  in  looking  at  their 
program  and  designing  one  here.  So 
there's  a  little  bit  of  interaction. 

At  any  rate,  awareness,  intel- 
ligence, and  doing  things  that  are  tak- 
ing proper  precautions  to  make 
ourselves  and  our  facilities  as  secure  as 
possible  are  important  elements  in  this 
picture. 

I  think  there  is  also  an  importance 
to  letting  the  terrorists  know  that  if  we 
can,  we're  going  to  make  them  pay  a 
price.  It's  not  free.  [Libyan  Col.  Muam- 
mer]  Qadhafi  found  that  out  when  the 
President  decided  to  let  him  know  we 
were  here.  In  all  sorts  of  other  ways, 
through  our  intelligence,  we  have  man- 
aged to  let  them  know  that. 

I  have  lost  track  of  the  number  of 
terrorist  acts  that  didn't  happen  be- 
cause of  our  intelligence  and  because  of 
our  interdiction.  And  then  also,  of 
course,  there  is  the  rule  of  law. 

We  have  seen  the  rule  of  law  ap- 
plied to  this  problem  with  increasing 
effectiveness,  and  we  see  people  who 


are  sentenced  to  life  imprisonment, 
sentenced  to  death,  caught,  ap- 
prehended, brought  to  justice,  in- 
creasingly. The  more  one  country  does 
it,  the  more  other  countries  take  heart. 
We  need  to  support  all  of  these  ele- 
ments that  go  with  the  rule  of  law. 

Extradition  treaties  are  a  big  part 
of  it,  and  letting  people  see  they  will  be 
extradited  to  the  place  where  they  com- 
mitted a  crime.  We  have  to  stand  by 
these  things.  We  had,  of  course,  a  tre- 
mendous amount  of  scrutiny  and  debate 
about  extradition  treaties  here,  particu- 
larly one  with  the  United  Kingdom  re- 
cently, but  it  got  done  and  it's  a  good 
thing  to  have  it  done.  It  sends  a  mes- 
sage to  the  terrorists:  There's  no  place 
to  hide. 

The  activity  that  we've  been  en- 
gaged in  together  is  an  important  one. 
Unfortunately,  the  problem  continues, 
but  we  have  to  continue  a  very  strong 
effort  against  it.  You  can  be  sure  that 
your  government  will  continue  a  pro- 
gram of  making  people  aware  of  the 
problem  and  that  they  can  do  some- 
thing about  it:  of  pushing  our  intel- 
ligence capabilities  as  rapidly  as  we 
can;  of  learning  as  much  as  we  can 
about  how  to  protect  ourselves  ade- 
quately and  snaring  that  kind  of  infor- 
mation, and  listening  to  your  ideas;  and 
being  willing  to  take  the  offense  against 
terrorists  through  the  various  means 
that  I've  described. 

Conclusion 

Let  me  just  say,  in  conclusion,  again, 
that  I'm  glad  to  see  this  organization 
growing.  I  am  very  appreciative  of  your 
participation.  It's  a  good  example  of  the 
private  sector  and  the  public  sector  co- 
operating on  a  problem  that  we  have  in 
common — sharing  ideas,  improving  the 
situation  on  all  sides. 

I  thank  you  very  much  for  your 
participation  here  and  throughout  the 
year  because  while  this  may  be  Se- 
curity Awareness  Day,  we  have  to  get  it 
across  that  every  day  is  Security 
Awareness  Day. 


'Press  release  232  of  Nov.  3,  1988. 
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The  Ecology  of  International  Change 


Secretary  Shultz's  address  before 
the  Commonwealth  Club  of  California 
in  San  Francisco  on  October  28,  1988.1 

Next  week  we  Americans  will  carry  on, 
once  again,  one  of  history's  most  re- 
markable developments:  our  nation's 
electoral  rite  of  self-renewal.  It  hap- 
pens every  4  years,  rain  or  shine. 

Every  presidential  campaign  sea- 
son leads  each  of  us,  whatever  our  pol- 
itics, to  reflect  on  our  society  and  our 
nation's  role  in  the  world.  This  election 
year,  more  than  almost  any  in  recent 
recollection,  requires  our  most  serious 
attention.  Why?  Because  we  have  come 
to  a  turning  point  in  world  affairs. 
Enormous  changes  are  underway.  As 
Shakespeare  said: 

There  is  a  tide  in  the  affairs  of  men, 
which,  taken  at  the  flood,  leads  on  to  for- 
tune; ...  on  such  a  sea  we  are  now  afloat, 
and  we  must  take  the  current  when  it 
serves,  or  lose  our  ventures. 

We  have  reached  this  moment  in 
history  not  because  of  fate  or  forces 
beyond  our  control  but  because  our  own 
drive  and  creativity  and  commitment  to 
freedom  and  openness  brought  us  here 
and  brought  us  success.  Just  look  at 
what  has  been  achieved. 

•  The  shadow  of  a  third  world  war 
has  faded;  for  the  first  time  ever,  nu- 
clear weapons  have  been  reduced. 

•  The  once-small  handful  of  embat- 
tled democracies  find  themselves  grow- 
ing in  strength  and  number  and  viewed 
around  the  world  as  the  wave  of  the 
future. 

•  The  tide  of  Marxism — and  with 
it,  communism  as  the  model  for  devel- 
opment— is  a  tide  that  is  going  out. 

•  National  economies — once 
thought  destined  to  be  buffeted  by 
chance,  disaster,  and  bitter  rivalry — 
are  finding  new  ways  to  cooperate  and 
prosper  in  openness. 

And,  most  significantly  for  the 
future,  we  have  entered  a  new  era  of 
revolutionary  change. 

•  Knowledge,  and  its  rapid  trans- 
mission as  information,  has  become  the 
key  to  progress;  and 


•  A  global  process  of  economic  inte- 
gration is  underway,  with  little  regard 
for  national  borders  and  beyond  the 
capacity  of  governments  to  control  in 
familiar  ways. 

All  these  changes  are  in  our  inter- 
est— for  Americans,  as  De  Tocqueville 
noted  150  years  ago,  are  eager  for 
change  and  confident  in  their  ability 
to  master  the  future. 

It  is  American  political,  scientific, 
technological,  and  commercial  creativity 
and  dynamism  that  has  brought  us  to 
this  point.  This  is  our  kind  of  world, 
and  it  presents  our  kind  of  challenge. 
It  is  a  picture  of  stunning  success.  But 
with  it  have  come  enormous  complex- 
ities, uncertainties,  and  difficulties. 

About  a  year  ago,  at  the  World 
Affairs  Council  of  Washington,  I  ad- 
dressed the  scientific  and  technological 
dimensions  of  the  problems  we  now 
face  [Department  of  State  Bulletin,  Jan- 
uary 1988,  pp.  3-7].  Six  months  ago,  at 
an  annual  MIT  [Massachusetts  In- 
stitute of  Technology]  meeting,  I  spoke 
about  the  need  to  maintain  American 
leadership  in  the  new  global  economy 
[Department  of  State  Bulletin,  June 
1988,  pp.  18-22].  Needless  to  say,  these 
are  "must  reading"  for  all  serious  and 
responsible  Americans.  I  just  happen 
to  have  brought  copies  with  me,  which 
you  can  pick  up  at  the  back  of  the  room 
today.  We  have  called  these  speeches 
"Global  Trends  I,"  and  "Global  Trends 
II."  You  are  now  about  to  get  "Global 
Trends  III." 

New  Political  Complexities 

So  this  is  the  third  and  final  install- 
ment. It  deals  with  the  new  political 
complexities  we  face  as  a  result  of  our 
recent  years  of  accomplishment. 

I  call  this  "the  ecology  of  interna- 
tional change."  The  relatively  recent 
concept  of  ecology  teaches  us  that  our 
natural  environment  is  interrelated. 
Beneficial  activity  in  one  location  can 
create  unexpected  problems  in  another. 
We  increased  dependence  on  coal  and 
oil  when  people  grew  concerned  about 
nuclear  energy,  but  now  we  know  that 
fossil  fuels  are  producing  the  gases  that 
lead  to  global  warming  problems. 


We  are  beginning  to  realize  that  we 
do  not  live  in  a  world  of  totally  distinct 
phenomena.  It  is  not  a  world  of  yes  or 
no,  up  or  down,  this  or  that.  In  the 
past,  Americans  tended  to  believe  that 
war  and  peace  were  two  different  situa- 
tions: We  were  either  in  a  happy  state 
of  tranquility,  or  we  were  embarked 
on  a  crusade  for  all-out  victory,  after 
which  we  hoped  to  retire  into  inward- 
looking  innocence,  spurning  "power 
politics"  and  all  that  represents. 

In  this  decade,  I  believe  Americans 
have  come  to  recognize  that  we  are  not 
likely  to  face  either  an  era  of  total  war 
or  of  total  peace.  Nor  does  the  future 
hold  either  an  era  of  perpetual  eco- 
nomic success  or  a  destiny  of  economic 
decline.  We  face,  instead,  a  spectrum  of 
often  ambiguous  challenges,  of  uncer- 
tain possibilities,  of  fresh  developments 
that  overflow  traditional  lines  of 
control. 

I  see  three  areas  where  new  politi- 
cal developments  will  outstrip  old  ap- 
proaches unless  we  identify  what  is 
happening  and  deal  more  flexibly  with 
the  difficulties  involved.  They  are: 

•  The  Soviet- American  rela- 
tionship: It  will  not,  in  the  future,  be 
the  same  kind  of  rivalry  that  has  taken 
center  stage  in  world  affairs  for  the 
past  40-plus  years. 

•  The  politics  of  preventing  war: 
The  old  diplomacy  is  not  going  to  be 
sufficient  to  meet  the  novel  threats  to 
world  security  that  have  already  begun 
to  emerge. 

•  And  the  nature  of  nations,  their 
peoples,  and  their  associations  is  chang- 
ing the  international  environment  in 
ways  not  felt  since  the  birth  of  the 
nation-state  at  the  end  of  the  Middle 
Ages. 

U.S. -Soviet  Relations 

First,  U.S. -Soviet  relations:  The  vastly 
different  histories,  cultures,  economies, 
governmental  systems,  force  struc- 
tures, geographical  circumstances,  and 
visions  of  the  future  held  by  the  two 
superpowers  have  transfixed  interna- 
tional politics  since  World  War  II.  It 
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has  been  not  only  a  rivalry  between 
giants  but  a  contest  between  different 
models  for  progress  for  governments 
everywhere.  Our  achievement  has  been 
a  product  of  open  debate,  deliberations, 
and  political  competition  guided  by  con- 
stitutional processes;  theirs,  the  dictate 
of  a  massive  central  authority  marked 
by  repression  and  hostility  to  free 
political,  intellectual,  or  religious  ex- 
pression. A  nation  whose  system  is  the 
legacy  of  Marx,  Lenin,  and  Stalin  bears 
scant  resemblance  to  one  that  draws 
inspiration  from  Washington,  Jefferson, 
and  Lincoln. 

Under  President  Reagan's  lead- 
ership in  this  decade,  we  engaged  our 
Soviet  adversary  with  unprecedented 
vigor  and  effectiveness. 

•  We  put  human  rights  at  the  top 
of  our  agenda.  We  left  them  in  no  doubt 
that  they  could  never  be  accepted  as  a 
responsible  nation  among  nations  for  so 
long  as  they  abuse  their  own  people's 
hopes  for  justice. 

•  We  restored  America's  military 
might;  we  reinvigorated  the  morale  of 
our  armed  forces.  We  demonstrated  the 
will  to  put  power  behind  our  diplomatic 
search  for  real  solutions. 

•  We  took  the  accepted  notion  that 
"a  country  once  communist  can  never 
again  be  free"  and  stood  it  on  its  head. 
Freedom  fighters  everywhere  took 
heart. 

•  And  we  showed  ourselves  ready, 
with  no  illusions  and  no  concessions  to 
principle,  to  reach  solid,  negotiated 
agreements  on  the  range  of  problems 
from  strategic  arms  reductions  to  con- 
sular services. 

Whatever  the  assessments  of  ex- 
perts may  be  about  what  is  now  hap- 
pening inside  the  Soviet  Union,  there 
are  some  undeniable  realities. 

•  Marxism  is  discredited  as  a  model 
for  world  development. 

•  Soviet  troublemaking  in  regional 
conflicts  has  been  reduced  and  even  re- 
versed, as  in  the  current  departure  of 
the  Soviet  Army  from  Afghanistan. 


•  An  arms  control  treaty  has  been 
signed  with  the  Soviets,  and  our  Senate 
gave  its  "advice  and  consent"  to  ratify 
it.  And  we  have  made  real  progress,  as 
of  this  date,  in  the  highly  complex  task 
of  concluding  an  even  farther-reaching 
agreement — START  [strategic  arms  re- 
duction talks] — that  will  serve  our  na- 
tion's security  interests  significantly. 

•  And  major  developments  undeni- 
ably are  taking  place  inside  the  Soviet 
Union. 

How  far  those  changes  go,  and 
what  they  will  mean  to  the  Soviet  peo- 
ple remains  to  be  seen.  But  real  change 
can  only  come  when  an  individual  or  a 
government  faces  up  to  the  reality  that: 
(a)  it  has  a  problem,  and  (b)  it  must 
change  its  ways  of  thought  and  action. 
So  listen  to  what  the  Soviets  them- 
selves are  saying. 

On  Human  Rights: 

The  image  of  a  state  is  its  attitude  toward 
its  own  citizens,  the  respect  for  their 
rights  and  freedoms  and  recognition  of  the 
sovereignty  of  the  individual.  ...  We  must 
do  a  good  deal  to  make  certain  that  the 
principles  of  the  presumption  of  innocence, 
the  openness  of  a  court  trial,  and  ensuring 
the  full  right  to  defense  become  deeply 
rooted.  (Foreign  Minister  Shevardnadze, 
address  to  senior  Foreign  Ministry  and  mil- 
itary officials,  July  1988) 

On  Models  for  Third  World  Development: 

The  myth  that  the  class  interests  of  so- 
cialist and  developing  countries  coincide  in 
resisting  imperialism  does  not  hold  up  to 
criticism  at  all,  first  of  all,  because  the 
majority  of  developing  countries  already 
adhere  to,  or  tend  toward,  the  Western 
model  of  development,  and  second,  because 
they  suffer  not  so  much  from  capitalism,  as 
from  a  lack  of  it.  (Andrei  Kozyrev,  Deputy 
Chief  of  the  International  Organizations 
Bureau,  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs,  in  an 
article  in  International  Life,  October  1988) 


On  Regional  Conflicts: 

Our  direct  and  indirect  involvement  in  re- 
gional conflicts  led  to  colossal  losses  by 
increasing  general  international  tension, 
justifying  the  arms  race  and  hindering  the 
establishment  of  mutually  beneficial,  ad- 
vantageous ties  with  the  West.  (Kozyrev) 

On  Military  Power: 

.  .  .  the  notion  established  in  the  minds 
and  actions  of  various  strategists  that  the 
Soviet  Union  can  be  as  strong  as  any  possi- 
ble coalition  of  states  opposing  it  is  abso- 
lutely fallacious.  (Shevardnadze) 

On  the  Rule  of  Law: 

The  work  of  the  judicial  bodies  is  of  enor- 
mous importance.  The  fate  of  many  people, 
the  defense  of  their  rights,  and  the  ines- 
capable punishment  of  those  who  have  bro- 
ken the  law,  depend  on  how  accurately  the 
scales  of  justice  function.  ...  It  is  ex- 
tremely important  to  restore  the  Leninist 
vision  of  the  role  of  our  court  in  a  system 
of  democracy  and  strictly  to  observe  the 
principle  of  the  independence  of  judges  and 
their  subordination  to  law.  (General 
Secretary  Gorbachev,  speech  to  19th  Com- 
munist Party  of  the  Soviet  Union  Confer- 
ence, June  28,  1988) 

On  the  Soviet  Economic  System: 

It  is  well  known,  that  from  the  late  seven- 
ties, negative  trends  in  our  development 
began  emerging  with  increasing  clarity. 
Socialism  found  that  it  had  lost  its  advan- 
tage over  capitalism  in  terms  of  the  pace  of 
economic  development.  The  essence  of  eco- 
nomic reform  lies  in  the  creation  and  an 
intensification  of  economic  incentives.  .  .  . 
In  our  conditions,  the  market  is  an  irre- 
placeable instrument  for  the  flexible  eco- 
nomic coordination  of  production  with  the 
growing  and  constantly  changing  social 
needs.  (Vadim  Medvedev,  Politburo  mem- 
ber, in  an  October  1988  speech  reported  in 
Pravda,  October  5,  1988) 
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These  are  communists  talking. 
Their  words  are  important  words.  Ac- 
tions will  be  difficult,  and  results  will 
take  a  while.  But  actions  and  results 
start  from  ideas  and  words,  whether 
called  "new  thinking,"  perestroika  and 
glasnost,  or  just  plain,  pragmatic  ob- 
servation of  what  works. 

Only  one  conclusion  is  possible 
from  the  facts  and  from  the  Soviets' 
own  perceptions  of  them:  The  state  that 
Lenin  founded  and  Stalin  built  is  being 
reconstructed.  Soviet  leaders  deserve 
credit  for  recognizing  problems  and 
seeking  to  solve  them.  The  outcome 
cannot  be  foretold  with  precision,  but 
this  we  do  know  already — the  environ- 
ment for  America's  values  of  peace, 
freedom,  and  democracy  is  healthier 
than  it  has  been  in  some  time.  We  and 
our  allies  are  the  rising  nations. 

Some  say  we  should  change  our  ap- 
proach because  the  Soviets  are  chang- 
ing. I  say  we  must  keep  to  the  course 
that  has  brought  us  success.  There  are 
plenty  of  reasons  to  be  vigilant. 

•  Soviet  military  forces  are  as  large 
as  ever.  Their  defense  spending  has  not 
decreased.  The  Soviets  still  knock  on 
Europe's  door  with  30,000  tanks  parked 
in  the  driveway. 

•  Soviet-supported  forces  and  arms 
are  still  contributing  to  violence  and 
tension,  especially  in  Central  America. 
Half  of  all  the  arms  shipped  to  the 
Third  World  last  year  came  from  the 
Soviet  Union. 

•  Human  rights  progress  has  been 
dramatic  but  disappointingly  short  of 
international  standards,  which  even  the 
Soviets  themselves  have  accepted. 

So  the  first  principle  to  follow  as 
we  face  the  changes  underway  is  to 
stay  true  to  our  principles.  Realism, 
strength,  and  diplomacy  have  been  our 
watchwords  throughout  the  1980s  and 
will  be  just  as  valid  for  the  rest  of  this 
century  and  beyond.  We  will  continue 
to  measure  progress  in  U.S. -Soviet  re- 
lations through  a  four-part  test:  prog- 
ress on  human  rights,  on  regional 
conflicts,  on  arms  control,  and  on  bilat- 
eral relations.  The  worst  thing  we  could 
do  now,  just  as  our  policy  is  succeeding, 
would  be  to  accept  the  promise  of  con- 
structive Soviet  policy  without  the 
performance. 


The  direction  General  Secretary 
Gorbachev  has  set  is  one  we  welcome. 
It  aims  to  make  the  Soviet  Union  a 
more  rational,  more  lawful  and  com- 
petitive society.  Such  an  achievement, 
should  it  come,  can  benefit  not  only  the 
Soviet  people  but  all  the  nations  of  the 
world. 

But  if  we  are  to  catch  this  tide 
toward  a  new,  more  hopeful,  and  differ- 
ently structured  international  scene,  we 
need  to  look  to  other  principles  as  well. 
For  beyond  the  changing  U.S. -Soviet 
relationship,  we  will  encounter  other 
new  concerns  in  the  next  global  era. 

What  guidelines  are  needed  as  we 
try  to  comprehend  the  changing  picture 
before  us? 

First,  we  must  build  on  the  bul- 
wark of  our  strength — our  alliances 
with  the  other  great  democracies.  That 
means  unswerving  attention  to  our  mil- 
itary capabilities:  nuclear  deterrence, 
conventional  forces,  and  shared  defense 
burdens. 

Second,  we  must  seek  to  widen 
our  circle  of  like-minded  friends.  The 
world's  nations  increasingly  are  turning 
toward  more  open  economies  and  freer 
societies,  and  they  are  banding  to- 
gether in  new  multilateral  associations. 
There  is  no  part  of  the  world  that  I 
have  been  more  interested  in,  or 
worked  harder  to  cooperate  with,  than 
that  represented  by  the  Association  of 
South  East  Asian  Nations.  Our  ties  to 
them  have  been  immensely  fruitful  and 
filled  with  potential.  We  want  to  help 
create  and  tie  together  such  networks 
all  over  the  globe. 

Third,  and  most  important,  we 
need  to  speak  out  for,  and  stand  up  for, 
the  values  that  have  made  us  great, 
that  others  now  emulate,  and  that  can 
further  our  success.  That  means  a 
deepened  commitment  to  the  dignity 
and  liberty  of  the  individual,  to  open 
trade  and  market-based  economics,  and 
to  government  by  the  consent  of  the 
people.  Let  us  not  be  shy  about  it;  the 
world  is  catching  on  to  the  American 
way.  It  is  not  just  our  ship  that  will 
catch  the  tide,  it's  a  whole  fleet  of 
ships — and  America  is  the  flagship  of 
that  fleet. 

This  means  we  must  stay  engaged. 
Those  who  talk  protectionism  or  isola- 
tionism; those  who  say  we  should  fear 
foreign  competition  or  investment; 


those  who  say  we  have  no  business  pur- 
suing our  interests  abroad  because  we 
aren't  yet  perfect  at  home — those  peo- 
ple couldn't  be  more  wrong.  This  is  the 
time  to  get  out  there  and  get  going, 
for  our  sakes  and  for  a  better,  safer 
tomorrow. 

The  Politics  of 
Preventing  War 

Second,  new  dangers  in  weaponry: 
Such  engagement  is  more  needed  than 
ever,  for  there  are  new  dangers  to  the 
ecology  of  the  world  political  body.  Just 
at  the  point  when  we  have  begun  to 
achieve  greater  strategic  stability  at 
lower  levels  of  offensive  nuclear  arms, 
and  just  as  we  are  getting  a  handle  on 
the  proliferation  of  nuclear  weapons,  we 
are  seeing  unexpected  correlative  dan- 
gers appear:  the  spread  of  sophisticated 
missile  technology  and  the  use  of  chem- 
ical weapons.  These  increase  the  poten- 
tial for  devastation  in  unstable  regions 
of  the  Third  World.  And  the  conflicts 
themselves  may  become  far  more  diffi- 
cult to  contain  or  isolate. 

The  availability  of  sophisticated 
weapons  presents  plenty  of  problems. 
But  two  dangers  stand  out. 

The  first  is  the  increasing  availabil- 
ity on  the  world  arms  market  of  rela- 
tively long-range  surface-to-surface 
missiles.  In  the  Iran-Iraq  war,  we  have 
seen  Soviet  SCUD  missiles  employed 
by  both  belligerents.  Across  the  gulf, 
Saudi  Arabia  is  acquiring  Chinese 
CSS-2  missiles  with  a  potential  range 
exceeding  1,500  miles.  Elsewhere  in  the 
Middle  East,  as  in  other  regions,  coun- 
tries have  acquired  ballistic  missiles. 
These  weapons,  which  may  be  thought 
of  as  "obsolete"  by  the  superpowers, 
are  nothing  of  the  sort  when  it  comes 
to  regional  conflicts.  And  beyond  the 
arms  market,  more  and  more  nations 
will  be  able  to  build  their  own  ballistic 
missiles.  Weaponry  of  enormous  de- 
structive potential  can  reach  the  hands 
of  parties  with  little  regard  for  tradi- 
tional inhibiting  controls.  With  their 
minimal  warning  times  and  often  sub- 
stantial ranges,  ballistic  missiles  will 
pose  significant  new  threats  to  the  sta- 
bility of  already  tense  regions.  As  a 
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result,  established  doctrines  designed 
to  deter  aggression  and  keep  the  peace 
may  be  undermined  in  more  than  one 
part  of  the  world. 

The  other  new  danger  is  the  re- 
crudescence of  chemical  warfare — per- 
haps the  most  odious  and  despicable 
development  of  our  day.  Nations  are 
now  confronted  by  violations  of  the 
oldest  and  most  widely  observed  arms 
control  agreement,  the  1925  Geneva 
protocol  prohibiting  poisonous  gas  and 
chemical  warfare — a  terrible  change  for 
the  worse.  Yet  that  is  the  case.  Since 
World  War  II,  there  have  been  hun- 
dreds of  conflicts  and  more  than  two 
dozen  significant  civil  wars.  But  until 
recently,  only  a  few  conflicts — those  in 
Yemen,  Afghanistan,  and  Laos — had 
seen  the  use  of  chemical  weapons. 

Now  the  scourge  is  spreading.  The 
protocol  has  been  repeatedly  violated. 
We  have  stood  up  and  criticized  these 
violations  and  have  sometimes  been  al- 
most alone  in  doing  so. 

The  worst  nightmare  of  all,  of 
course,  would  be  the  eventual  combina- 
tion of  ballistic  missiles  and  chemical 
warheads  in  the  hands  of  governments 
with  terrorist  histories.  To  meet  this 
danger  we  took  the  lead  to  establish, 
with  the  seven  largest  industrial  de- 
mocracies, a  Missile  Technology  Control 
Regime  in  April  1987,  putting  limits  on 
the  transfer  of  missiles  and  the  means 
to  build  them.  We  have  identified  this 
problem  in  its  early  stages  and  gone 
after  it  energetically.  As  a  result,  there 
is  hope  that  the  spread  of  such  missiles 
can  be  curbed. 

To  ban  all  chemical  weapons,  we 
are  working  with  40  nations  in  Geneva 
on  a  treaty  tabled  by  Vice  President 
Bush  in  1984.  To  further  this  effort, 
President  Reagan  has  called  for  a  con- 
ference to  strengthen  the  1925  Geneva 
protocol,  and  France  has  agreed  to  host 
that  conference  in  January.  Our  aim  will 
be  to  reverse  the  erosion  of  respect  for 
the  norms  which  have  held  the  line 
against  the  illegal  use  of  such  hideous 
weapons. 


Vice  President  Bush  has  announced 
a  six-point  action  plan  that  combines 
international  cooperation,  tough  penal- 
ties, and  missile  defense  systems.  A 
time  when  ballistic  missiles  are  pro- 
liferating is  no  time  to  listen  to  those 
who  cannot  understand  the  need  for 
defense  against  them. 

The  Imperative 

of  Cooperative  Effort 

These  new  problems  threaten  the  ecol- 
ogy of  civilization  and  political  reason. 
They  call  for: 

•  Engaged  American  leadership,  to 
build 

•  Broad  international  cooperation, 
backed  by 

•  Tough  measures  of  enforcement. 

These  steps  may  sound  obvious  and 
simple.  I  can  assure  you  they  are  not. 
We  know  this  from  the  experience  of 
our  fight  against  the  scourges  of  ter- 
rorism and  drugs.  Last  year,  terrorism 
claimed  over  3,000  casualties  in  80 
countries.  The  terrorists,  in  all  too 
many  cases,  work  with  drug  traf- 
fickers, whose  immense  funds  provide 
the  money  to  finance  the  muscle  of  ter- 
ror. Together,  they  assault  civilized  so- 
cieties. We  and  other  countries  must 
and  do  apply  strenuous  and  increasing 
effort  to  win  the  war  against  drugs  and 
terror.  For  the  United  States,  the 
sweeping  Anti-Drug  Abuse  Act  of  1988 
marks  a  new  level  of  commitment  to  say 
"no"  to  drugs.  All  aspects  of  the  chal- 
lenge are  addressed:  demand,  educa- 
tion, law  enforcement,  and  international 
cooperation. 

But  no  country  can  deal  with  these 
problems  alone.  They  respect  no  bound- 
aries. So  we  take  the  lead  to  build  in- 
ternational cooperation  on  intelligence 
and  to  apply  pressure  on  states  that 
use  terrorism.  We  establish  the  concep- 
tual recognition  that  terrorists  and 
drug  traffickers  are  criminals.  We  ap- 
ply the  rule  of  law  and,  through  inter- 
national cooperation,  extend  its  reach 
so  that  there  is  no  place  to  hide. 


Cooperative  international  regimes 
are  required.  To  build  them  takes  im- 
mense energy,  a  worldwide  effort,  and 
heretofore  unfound  readiness  to  put 
aside  old  habits  of  thought  and  behav- 
ior limited  to  narrow  nation-bound 
concepts. 

From  the  first  recorded  treaty  in 
3100  B.C.  between  two  Mesopotamian 
city-states,  to  the  philosophic  urgings  of 
Grotius  in  the  17th  century,  to  the 
efforts  toward  international  law  and  co- 
operation of  my  predecessors — Elihu 
Root,  William  Jennings  Bryan,  Charles 
Evans  Hughes,  and  others  in  the  first 
part  of  this  century — the  hope  that  na- 
tions would  cooperate  for  peace  has 
sprung  eternal  and,  just  as  eternally, 
has  fallen  short  of  the  dream. 

The  clear  fact  is,  however,  that  all 
nations  face  a  new  imperative.  In  a 
way,  our  global  society  of  states  is  not 
unlike  our  early  American  states  when 
Benjamin  Franklin  said:  "We  must  all 
hang  together  or,  most  assuredly,  we 
shall  all  hang  separately." 

It  is  the  people  of  the  world  who 
are  telling  us  this.  Their  activities; 
their  aspirations;  their  social,  cultural, 
and  spiritual  associations  are  spilling 
out  beyond  the  boundaries  of  conven- 
tional politics.  They  represent,  in  many 
respects,  the  most  significant  challenge 
of  all. 

The  international  political  system 
we  have  today  is  several  centuries  old. 
Its  key  concepts  are: 

•  The  nation  as  a  unit; 

•  The  state  as  its  political  form; 

•  Well-defined  borders  as  its  geo- 
graphical expression; 

•  The  allegiance  of  its  citizens  to 
give  it  strength;  and 

•  A  patriotic  focus  to  give  them 
identity. 

Today,  people  are  pushing  on  this 
system  from  different  directions.  Some- 
times it's  through  mass  migratory 
movements.  In  other  instances,  people 
bewildered  by  change  seek  an  identity 
beyond  the  state,  such  as  religion  or 
ethnicity.  And  what  is  happening  to 
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traditional  concepts  of  national  sov- 
ereignty in  a  world  of  instantaneous 
satellite  communications  and  global  fi- 
nancial networks?  Human  and  corpo- 
rate connections  are  being  forged  that 
transact  more  business  in  more  unor- 
thodox ways  than  governments  can 
comprehend  or  catch  up  with. 

But,  at  the  same  time,  people 
whose  dreams  for  national  self-deter- 
mination have  been  frustrated  see  new 
opportunities  for  self-assertion.  Rigid 
governments  face  the  alternatives  of  po- 
litical pluralism  and  economic  reform  or 
violent  resistance  and  rapid  decline. 
The  problems  of  managing  these  ten- 
sions can  be  seen  all  over  the  world, 
and  they  are  difficult  to  handle.  Look 
at  Fiji.  Look  at  Sri  Lanka.  Look  at 
what's  happening  in  Latvia,  Lithuania, 
and  Estonia. 

What  we  see  is  a  paradox.  National 
borders  are  transcended  by  the  forces 
of  change,  even  as  nationalism  grows 
more  intense.  National  sovereignty  has 
never  been  more  cherished,  even  as 
sovereign  prerogatives  must  yield  to 
new  global  realities. 


Prime  Minister  Thatcher  addressed 
this  when  she  spoke  at  Bruges  last 
month  on  the  coming  single  market  in 
Europe.  She  said  that  "willing  and  ac- 
tive cooperation  between  independent 
sovereign  states"  is  the  best  way  to 
build  an  international  community. 

Sooner  or  later,  nations  will  orient 
themselves  to  a  world  grown  too  small 
for  violent  conflict  and  too  big  for  rigid 
attitudes,  wild  ambitions,  and  self- 
centered  policies.  Sooner  or  later,  gov- 
ernments will  be  forced  to  see  that 
joining  with  others  is  the  only  way  to 
meet  the  challenges  of  the  future. 

Our  diplomatic  imperatives  must  be 
to  use  what  has  worked,  such  as  collec- 
tive security,  while  recognizing  that 
new  tactics  may  be  required.  For  most 
problems,  the  answer  can  only  be  found 
in  a  pragmatic  working-out.  There  are 
no  blueprints  because  we  are,  as  yet, 
too  unfamiliar  with  the  terrain  to  know 
where  or  how  to  build. 

This  gives  me  heart.  The  American 
philosophy  is  pragmatism.  Pragmatism 
dictates  that  problem-solving  be  a  coop- 
erative process — just  as  our  pioneers 


came  together  to  work  as  one  when  a 
prairie  house  had  to  be  built. 

This  century  has  not  been  friendly 
to  freedom,  or  to  democracy,  or  even  to 
peace.  The  environment  for  those  val- 
ues began  to  improve  when  America,  so 
long  content  to  cultivate  its  own  gar- 
den, became  fully  engaged.  Now,  as  we 
near  the  end  of  the  century,  the  ecology 
is  changing,  and  changing  for  the 
better — with  critical  help  from  our 
engagement. 

When  we  have  kept  that  in  mind  in 
the  past,  we  have  succeeded.  My  mes- 
sage is  one  of  change,  of  hope,  of  the 
challenges  of  a  bright  new  world.  But 
it's  also  a  call  for  continued  American 
engagement  with  our  allies  and  friends 
and,  yes,  our  rivals  to  bring  that  new 
world  to  its  promise.  That's  what  we 
can  give  to  ourselves,  to  our  children, 
and  to  our  grandchildren — the  ecology 
of  peace  and  freedom. 


■Press  release  229  of  Oct.  31,  1988. 


The  Inter-American  System:  Into  the  Next  Century 


Secretary  Shultz's  statement  before 
the  General  Assembly  of  the  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States  (OAS)  in  San 
Salvador  and  news  conference  on 
November  U,  1988. 


SECRETARY'S  STATEMENT 

As  the  General  Assembly  gathers  in 
San  Salvador,  we  all  pay  tribute  to 
[Salvadoran]  President  Jose  Napoleon 
Duarte,  a  leader  whose  achievements 
embody  the  highest  ideals  of  this  orga- 
nization. He  is  a  man  of  vision  and 
courage.  He  is  a  man  who  understands 
the  challenges  faced  by  the  people  of 
this  hemisphere.  He  understands  that 
peace  requires  both  democracy  and  de- 
velopment. President  Duarte  is  a  man 
of  justice.  We  salute  him  as  we  all  did 
this  morning. 

This  has  been  a  decade  of  momen- 
tous developments.  The  most  important 
is  the  democratic  revolution:  Elected  ci- 
vilians have  replaced  almost  all  the  mil- 


itary rulers  in  our  member  states;  more 
than  300  million  people  have  voted  in 
50  elections  since  1980.  But  dramatic 
events  have  taken  place  in  other  areas 
as  well:  in  defense  of  human  rights,  in 
economic  reform,  and  in  the  search  for 
social  justice. 

Sometimes,  of  course,  our  labors 
have  seemed  like  those  of  Sisyphus, 
with  new  problems  and  crises  appear- 
ing at  every  turn.  But  for  all  that,  it 
has  been  a  decade  in  which  the  ideals 
expressed  in  the  Charter  of  this  or- 
ganization have  found  new  hope  of 
realization. 

As  the  inter-American  system  ap- 
proaches its  centennial,  it  is,  therefore, 
important  to  take  stock  of  what  we  in 
the  Organization  of  American  States 
are,  what  we  have  accomplished,  and 
what  needs  to  be  done  in  the  period 
ahead.  Progress  achieved  in  diverse 
areas — narcotics,  technical  cooperation, 
human  rights,  democracy — is  impres- 
sive. But  our  business  is  far  from 
finished. 


The  challenges  we  face  are  becom- 
ing more  acute.  Changes  in  global  polit- 
ical and  economic  relations  portend  new 
forms  of  cooperation  and  peaceful  com- 
petition. We  must  prepare  ourselves 
and  our  peoples  for  the  next  century. 
We  must  start  by  dealing  successfully 
with  the  problems  of  today. 

The  Challenge  of  Democracy 

This  hemisphere  is  now  a  place  of  hope 
for  most  of  its  citizens.  Tyrannies  have 
toppled,  and  militaries  have  returned  to 
the  barracks.  Over  90%  of  the  peoples 
of  the  Americas  enjoy  the  blessings  of 
democratic  government.  For  many  OAS 
nations,  the  democratic  transition  is 
moving  into  its  second  generation.  To- 
day, parties  alternate  power  within  de- 
mocracies and  through  elections.  Power 
passes  from  one  elected  government  to 
another. 

We  are  seeing  that  process  take 
place  in  the  United  States  right  now. 
As  we  move  into  the  second  generation 
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of  democratic  governments,  we  still  face 
many  challenges — and  some  unique  op- 
portunities. The  issues  of  debt,  drugs, 
insurgencies,  political  violence,  and 
deferred  social  needs  will  test  our 
democratic  systems. 

But  these  issues  can  be  addressed 
effectively.  The  time  is  right  for  a  new 
diplomacy — a  diplomacy  based  on  dem- 
ocratic solidarity  and  on  the  aggressive 
advocacy  of  democracy  by  democratic 
states.  Solidarity  means  mutual  sup- 
port. Sometimes  it  means  going  out 
on  a  limb  to  pressure  nondemocratic 
neighbors  to  open  up.  The  odd  men  out 
in  this  hemisphere  know  who  they  are; 
they  are  the  states  that  are  suppressing 
democracy  and  denying  their  people 
the  freedom,  openness,  and  liberty  that 
the  rest  of  us  enjoy.  We  need  to  con- 
front these  states  with  a  diplomacy 
by  democracies,  for  democracy. 

Democratic  solidarity  is  not  a 
strange  notion  to  the  OAS.  Our  Char- 
ter makes  it  the  foundation  of  inter- 
American  solidarity.  If  new  democ- 
racies are  threatened,  we  must  rally  to 
support  them.  The  message  must  be 
crystal  clear.  No  would-be  coup  plotters 
looking  to  overthrow  a  democratic  gov- 
ernment— whether  they  be  of  the  left 
or  the  right,  civilian  or  military — 
should  count  on  our  indifference. 

I  must  be  frank.  This  organization 
has  not  always  been  out  front  on  issues 
concerning  democracy.  Too  often  it  has 
been  one  step  behind  when  it  has  needed 
to  be  one  step  ahead.  As  we  challenge 
others  to  adopt  democracy,  we  need  to 
hold  them  to  their  promises  and  com- 
mitments. No  one  is  fooled  by  empty 
promises.  I  need  not  remind  members 
of  this  organization  that  commitments 
to  a  "pluralistic"  political  system  were 
made  by  Nicaragua  to  this  body  as  long 
ago  as  1979.  Those  earliest  commit- 
ments have  not  yet  been  fulfilled. 

At  Esquipulas  in  1987,  the  Central 
American  presidents  committed  them- 
selves to  advance  democracy  in  their 
countries.  They  put  an  end  to  the  no- 
tion that  active  support  for  human 
rights  and  democracy  is  somehow  inter- 
ference in  internal  affairs.  Agreements 
exist;  promises  have  been  made.  The 
dictators  and  the  totalitarians  must  be 
told  that  they  are  not  free  to  subjugate 
their  peoples.  A  diplomacy  of  demo- 
cratic solidarity  must  ensure  that  prom- 
ises and  commitments  are  kept. 


The  Challenge  of  Debt 

The  future  of  democracy  in  Latin 
America  depends  on  more  than  the  po- 
litical will  of  its  people.  Consolidation  of 
democratic  government  also  depends  on 
strong,  growing  economies  and  on  the 
prospect  of  better  lives  for  this  and 
succeeding  generations. 

This  decade  has  given  us  all  cause 
for  reflection  about  the  impact  of  debt 
on  economic  growth.  But  it  has  also,  I 
believe,  given  us  tools  with  which  to 
address  the  obstacles  we  face.  Three 
considerations  help  define  the  problem. 

First,  the  answer  to  debt  is  devel- 
opment and  economic  growth.  We  all 
know  that  growth  requires  investment. 
We  all  know  that  the  more  internal  sav- 
ings a  country  can  generate,  the  better, 
because  the  only  way  we  can  have  in- 
vestments is  saving.  Savings,  and  the 
capital  and  equity  flows  from  abroad  to 
supplement  them,  will  occur  only  if  a 
country  offers  a  proper  economic 
environment.  I'm  just  saying  what  is 
obvious. 

A  country  can  test  itself  on  its  prog- 
ress. Do  its  own  savings  stay  home, 
and  are  they  applied  to  its  own  capital 
needs,  or  do  savings  end  up  as  a  terri- 
ble drain  in  the  form  of  capital  flight? 
Are  investments  made  in  needed  infra- 
structure and  productive  sectors?  Is 
private  domestic  capital  returning  from 
abroad  rather  than  continuing  to  flee? 

If  the  answers  are  positive,  the 
country  has  begun  its  journey  toward 
growth.  If  the  answers  are  negative, 
the  country  should  take  a  hard  look  at 
its  domestic  policies  and  ask:  Has  eco- 
nomic reform  been  as  thorough  and 
comprehensive  as  possible?  Are  struc- 
tural and  regulatory  rigidities  still  a 
stubborn  reality?  Are  incentives  to 
work,  save,  and  invest  adequate? 

Second,  reforms  are  essential,  but 
they  must  also  be  realistic — a  point 
that  many  of  you  have  made.  Neither 
debtors  nor  creditors  should  make  the 
mistake  of  viewing  adjustment  pro- 
grams as  cost  free.  But  if  the  im- 
mediate visible  impact  of  changes  in 
economic  policy  is  hardship  at  home  to 
keep  up  service  on  this  debt,  then  that 
debt  service  can  have  the  effect  of  a 
marginal  tax  on  economic  reform.  Any 
effort  taxed  at  100%,  or  at  any  exces- 
sively high  rate,  will  be  discouraged 
and  become  politically  difficult  to  sus- 
tain. So  we  have  to  ask  ourselves:  What 
is  the  marginal  cost? 

Third,  and  most  fundamental,  co- 
operation is  essential.  Creditors  and 
debtors  are  in  this  together.  Private 
and  public  lenders  have  a  role,  as  do 


governments  through  bilateral  and  mul- 
tilateral lending. 

Creditors  and  debtors  alike  need  to 
understand  that  adjustment  takes  time. 
In  the  early  stages,  while  the  pain  of 
reforms  is  often  only  too  visible,  the 
benefits  of  essential  reforms  are  often 
hard  to  see.  At  such  times,  the  goal  of 
debtors  and  creditors  alike  must  be  to 
work  together  to  ensure  that  both  the 
domestic  and  the  external  environ- 
ments support  reform  efforts. 

For  our  part,  recognizing  that  ex- 
ternal factors  play  a  vital  part  in  the 
growth  equation,  we  intend  to  continue 
to  keep  our  markets  open  for  the  goods 
and  services  of  expanding  Latin  econo- 
mies. From  the  onset  of  the  debt  crisis, 
the  United  States  has  imported  $43  to 
$50  billion  in  goods  and  services  from 
this  region  each  year.  Latin  America 
has  maintained  a  trade  surplus  with  us 
of  between  $13  and  $21  billion  a  year. 

The  new  Trade  Information  Service 
of  the  OAS  is  an  important  initiative  for 
getting  the  most  out  of  our  trade  rela- 
tions. Stimulated  by  a  million-dollar 
grant  and  gift  of  equipment  from  IBM, 
the  service  uses  computers  and  satel- 
lites to  transmit  current  information 
about  trade  opportunities  and  regu- 
lations to  businessmen,  chambers  of 
commerce,  and  governments  through- 
out the  hemisphere. 

This  new  OAS  service  should  be 
implemented  rapidly  and  expanded  to 
include  trade  rules  and  regulations  for 
all  the  major  trading  countries — Europe 
and  Japan  as  well  as  all  OAS  members. 

The  more  open  our  markets — not 
only  our  market  but  your  market — the 
more  useful  this  information  will  be.  All 
of  us  have  a  stake  in  the  success  of  the 
Uruguay  Round  of  multilateral  trade 
negotiations;  we  must  all  commit  our- 
selves to  a  gradual  but  meaningful 
opening  of  our  markets  and  more  lib- 
eral trading  rules. 

There  is  no  quick  fix  or  single 
grand  solution  to  the  problem  of  debt 
and  growth.  The  Mexican/Morgan  Guar- 
anty bond  plan  and  the  Brazilian  bank 
package — just  referred  to  by  the  Bra- 
zilian Foreign  Minister — are  innovative 
approaches  to  meeting  financing  needs. 
The  menu  of  options  enables  debtors 
and  creditors  to  develop  alternatives 
ranging  from  innovative  new  lending  to 
voluntary  debt  conversion  techniques 
to  meet  diverse  needs. 

The  United  States  will  continue 
seeking  to  help  debtor  countries  to 
manage  the  debt  and  implement  needed 
policy  changes. 
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The  Drug  Problem 

Even  as  societies  turn  to  democracy, 
reform  their  economies,  and  deal  with 
their  debt  problems,  they  are  beset  by 
the  growing  danger  of  drugs.  The  con- 
sumption of  illegal  drugs  is  a  pervasive 
evil,  poisoning  public  and  private  life 
throughout  our  hemisphere.  Drug  traf- 
ficking is  international.  A  vast  net- 
work links  growers  on  the  slopes  of  the 
Andes  with  users  on  the  city  streets  in 
North  America.  It  is  an  evil  business 
that  undermines  law  and  democracy 
and  human  dignity  wherever  it  touches. 

The  answer  begins  at  home — I'm 
talking  about  the  United  States  now. 
The  omnibus  drug  bill  that  became 
U.S.  law  last  month  embodies  a  new 
level  of  commitment  against  illegal 
drugs  in  the  United  States.  As  the 
largest  single  market  for  illegal  drugs, 
the  United  States  has  a  special  respon- 
sibility in  this  struggle — a  responsi- 
bility fully  as  great  as  that  of  the 
producing  countries. 

Our  First  Lady,  Mrs.  Nancy  Rea- 
gan, made  this  clear  last  month  at  the 
United  Nations  when  she  said:  "It  is 
the  United  States  which  bears  respon- 
sibility for  its  own  drug  problem.  I  am 
not  blaming  other  nations  for  America's 
drug  problem.  While  most  of  the  illegal 
drugs  are  imported,  the  drug  users  are 
home  grown....  There  can  be  no  sub- 
stitute for  focusing  on  the  user,  which 
is  also  a  loser." 

Individuals  must  say  "no"  to  drugs. 
So,  too,  must  nations.  International  co- 
operation is  essential.  All  of  our  nations 
will  participate  in  the  upcoming  confer- 
ence in  Vienna  to  negotiate  a  conven- 
tion against  drug  trafficking.  We  must 
negotiate  a  strong,  effective  treaty  that 
will  defeat  the  drug  traffickers  by  prin- 
cipled and  concerted  action. 

Other  forms  of  cooperation  can  also 
work.  In  August,  29  Latin  American 
and  European  nations  teamed  up  to 
crack  down  on  drug  cartel  operations. 
In  1986,  the  OAS  approved  a  program 
of  action  against  drug  trafficking  and 
abuse.  We  created  the  OAS  Drug  Com- 
mission (CICAD)  to  provide  member 
states  with  basic  information  on  drug 
abuse  and  trafficking  and  to  heighten 
popular  awareness  of  the  dangers  of 
illicit  drugs. 

The  OAS  must  continue  to  make  a 
strong  contribution  to  the  overall  fight 
against  drugs.  For  2  years,  the  United 
States  has  made  voluntary  contribu- 
tions to  this  program;  we  hope  the  or- 
ganization will  intensify  its  efforts  and 


increase  their  effectiveness.  We  would 
urge  that  cabinet-level  ministers  meet 
as  soon  as  possible  this  coming  year  to 
energize  this  narcotics  effort. 

A  History  of  Cooperation 

Now  let  me  speak  about  the  inter- 
American  system,  particularly  looking 
ahead  to  the  next  century.  The  record 
of  inter- American  cooperation — on  is- 
sues as  profound  in  their  day  as  drugs 
and  debt — is  one  of  achievement. 

•  In  1903,  we  organized  the  Pan 
American  Sanitary  Bureau,  which 
became  so  successful  it  served  as 
the  model  for  the  World  Health 
Organization. 

•  In  1935,  we  launched  together  a 
new  trade  policy  that  helped  bring  the 
world  out  of  a  deep  depression.  And 
we  united  in  the  face  of  external 
aggression. 

•  After  World  War  II,  the  OAS 
provided  a  model  for  the  United  Na- 
tions. And  the  Rio  Treaty  provided  the 
precedent  for  NATO. 

•  In  the  late  1950s,  through  an  ini- 
tiative in  the  OAS,  we  created  the 
Inter-American  Development  Bank. 

•  In  the  1960s,  we  launched  an 
innovative  concept  important  to 
worldwide  trade  expansion — namely, 
the  generalized  system  of  trade 
preferences. 

•  At  Tlatelolco  in  1967,  Latin  Amer- 
ican countries  negotiated  the  first  re- 
gional obligation  to  restrict  nuclear 
weapons. 

•  In  1969  and  throughout  the  1970s, 
OAS  peacekeeping  missions  helped  end 
the  conflict  and  maintain  peace  between 
El  Salvador  and  Honduras. 

•  Today,  a  network  of  organizations 
is  at  work  to  make  democracy  and  hu- 
man rights  an  enduring  achievement — 
namely,  the  Inter-American  Commis- 
sion on  Human  Rights,  the  Inter- 
American  Court,  the  Human  Rights  In- 
stitute, and  the  Center  for  Electoral 
Assistance  and  Promotion. 

This  record  makes  clear  that  we 
are  united  by  far  more  than  the  acci- 
dents of  geography.  The  vision  that  has 
guided  our  system  of  nations  through 
the  first  century  of  cooperation  must 
continue.  We  must  bring  to  the  contem- 
porary challenges  of  democracy,  debt, 
drugs,  hemispheric  security,  develop- 
ment, and  social  justice  the  strength  of 
purpose  and  commitment  to  progress 
that  have  characterized  our  efforts  in 
the  past. 


The  Challenge  Ahead 

We  must  also  recognize  that  the 
cumulating  changes  that  are  a  central 
fact  of  the  modern  world  will  also  shape 
our  efforts  in  the  future.  The  pace  of 
change  is  accelerating  constantly.  Many 
new  groupings — the  Caribbean  Commu- 
nity and  Common  Market,  the  Andean 
Pact,  the  Organization  of  Eastern  Car- 
ibbean States,  the  Group  of  Eight — 
have  emerged  in  the  past  generation. 
Subregional  cooperation  is  entirely 
compatible  with  the  ideals  of  the  OAS. 
It  reflects  the  changes  taking  place  all 
around  us,  and  it  enables  us  to  improve 
regional  and  global  cooperation  as  well. 

To  work,  and  work  well,  into  its 
second  century,  this  organization,  too, 
must  change.  My  government  intends 
to  work  closely  with  Secretary  General 
Baena  Soares  to  revitalize  the  OAS.  I 
believe  a  task  force  of  foreign  ministers 
could  help  us  to  define  the  priorities 
of  this  organization  and  give  the  mem- 
ber governments  the  incentive  to  pro- 
vide the  resources  to  achieve  those 
priorities. 

We  have  in  the  OAS  the  instrument 
to  define  a  framework  of  our  relations. 
We  must  use  it.  This  General  Assembly 
should  not  compete  with  the  General 
Assembly  of  the  United  Nations. 
They're  going  out  at  the  same  time.  In 
fact,  our  regional  organization  should 
complement  and  even  help  shape  our 
participation  in  the  world  organization. 
That  implies,  to  give  an  example,  that 
this  assembly  might  be  more  effective  if 
it  were  to  meet  in  the  second  instead  of 
the  fourth  quarter  of  each  year. 

Our  hopes  and  plans  for  the  OAS 
depend  on  adequate  funding.  As  Secre- 
tary of  State,  I  have  sought  full  sup- 
port for  the  OAS  in  our  government 
and  Congress.  The  United  States  will 
continue  to  try  to  do  its  part.  We  will 
ask  in  the  President's  budget  for  full 
funding  of  our  assessed  contribution  to 
the  OAS  in  1990. 

From  the  start,  the  OAS  has  been 
part  of  our  efforts  to  make  freedom, 
peace,  and  development  lasting  condi- 
tions of  life  in  the  Americas.  It  has 
sought  to  realize  the  promise  inherent 
in  the  discovery  of  the  "new  world" 
500  years  ago:  a  refuge  from  tyranny 
and  a  place  of  hope  and  opportunity. 

Today,  we  are  on  the  threshold  of 
another  "new  world"  created  by  discov- 
eries in  science  and  technology.  This 
new  world  promises  changes  as  great 
and  momentous  as  the  earlier  discovery 
of  the  Americas.  We  can  find  freedom 
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and  opportunity  in  those  changes  if  we 
are  responsive  to  the  challenges  that 
stand  before  us. 

Working  together,  we  can  advance 
together. 

•  Proud  of  the  progress  of  human 
rights  and  democracy,  we  cannot  take 
them  for  granted  and  must  sustain 
and  widen  them  until  they  are  enjoyed 
by  all. 

•  Aware  of  the  burdens  of  debt,  we 
must  redouble  our  cooperation  to  make 
the  reforms  needed  to  restore  growth. 

•  Conscious  of  the  dangers  of 
drugs,  we  must  fight  them  without 
quarter  from  the  city  streets  to  the 
most  isolated  of  rural  hamlets. 

•  Awake  to  the  potential  for  coop- 
eration among  free  nations,  we  must 
revitalize  the  OAS  and  regional  and 
subregional  efforts  generally. 

•  Above  all,  mindful  of  the  hope  for 
social  justice,  freedom,  and  liberty  that 
motivates  our  peoples,  we  must  keep 
these  grand  objectives  at  the  center  of 
our  agendas. 

Never  before  have  we  been  as  close 
to  achieving  the  historic  mission  of  the 
Americas:  "to  offer  to  man  a  land  of 
liberty,  and  a  favorable  environment  for 
the  development  of  his  personality  and 
the  realization  of  his  just  aspirations." 
Hard  work  remains,  but  we  are  up  to 
the  challenge. 


SECRETARY'S  NEWS 
CONFERENCE* 

Let  me  say  first  to  President  Duarte 
and  the  people  of  El  Salvador  our 
thanks  for  being  such  gracious  hosts  for 
this  meeting,  and  our  admiration  for 
what  is  being  done  here.  I  can't  help 
particularly  but  reflect  on  the  courage 
and  strength  of  President  Duarte, 
whose  dedication  and  energy  and  drive 
and  selflessness  come  through  to  you, 
as  an  inspiration.  If  there  are  ques- 
tions, I'll  be  glad  to  try  to  take  them. 

Q.  The  United  States  has  given 
assistance  for  $3,000  million  to  El 
Salvador  in  the  last  6  or  7  years.  The 
war  continues,  the  Christian  Demo- 
crats are  not  having  much  success  ac- 
cording to  the  polls.  The  question  is 
if  we  have  had  success  in  our  efforts 
in  what  we  have  tried  to  do  here  in  El 
Salvador. 

A.  I  think  the  people  of  El  Sal- 
vador have  accomplished  miracles.  First 
of  all,  they  have  put  into  place  a  work- 


ing democracy,  where  governments  are 
put  into  place  and  changed  according  to 
an  election,  in  which  the  people  of  El 
Salvador  have  taken  part — in  very 
heavy  proportion.  So  that  is  number 
one. 

Number  two,  they  have  got  their 
economy  back  into  real  growth.  It  is  a 
slow,  hard  process,  but  nevertheless, 
has  contrasted  with  say  Nicaragua, 
which  is  in  a  total  downspin.  They  have 
real  growth  taking  place  with  inflation 
coming  down  and  more  or  less  under 
control. 

Number  three,  they  have  a  commu- 
nist opposition  that  is  heavily  armed 
and  supported  from  outside  the  country 
and  which  has  over  a  period  of  time 
disrupted  life  here,  and  they  have  taken 
that  military  opposition  to  democracy 
on.  And,  in  full  recognition  that  the 
problems  are  not  solved,  they  have 
made  great  progress.  So,  I  think  that 
what  we  see  here  in  El  Salvador,  as  in 
the  rest  of  Central  America,  is 
encouraging. 

The  discouraging  part  is  not  so 
much  here  as  it  is  in  Nicaragua,  where 
we  see  people  living  under  clear,  ob- 
vious repression,  with  standards  of  liv- 
ing roughly  half  that  when  the  present 
government  took  over.  And  with  a 
country  dedicated  to  a  gigantic  military 
machine  and  which  is  disrupting  its 
neighborhood.  That's  the  problem. 

Q.  Among  El  Salvador's  principal 
political  parties,  one  of  them  is  in 
favor  of  escalating  the  war  here  in  El 
Salvador.  If  that  were  to  occur,  my 
question  is,  if  the  United  States 
would  continue  supporting  El  Sal- 
vador at  present  levels  regardless  of 
how  the  next  government  decides  to 
combat  the  guerrillas,  and  if  there 
would  be  some  way  of  carrying  out 
the  war  that  would  lead  to  a  reduc- 
tion of  U.S.  military  assistance? 

A.  I  can't  comment  on  a  specula- 
tion about  what  might  be  so  a  year 
from  now  or  2  years  from  now.  It's  im- 
possible, but  I  can  say  this:  What  we 
support  is  the  democratic  process.  It  is 
up  to  the  people  of  El  Salvador  to  de- 
cide on  their  government  leaders.  They 
do  that  through  a  vote.  We  support  the 
process,  and  when  the  process  has  been 
concluded,  we  will  support  the  outcome 
that  has  been  produced  by  the  people  of 
El  Salvador. 

Q.  Just  a  few  moments  ago,  you 
called  for  a  new  diplomacy  in  Central 
America.  I  would  like  to  know  if  this 
includes  U.S.  military  support  for  the 
contras. 


A.  We  believe  that  people  who  are 
ready  to  fight  for  decency,  democracy, 
freedom,  justice  in  their  own  country 
deserve  support.  We'll  continue  to  sup- 
port them.  The  kind  of  diplomacy  I'm 
calling  for  is  an  expression  of  solidarity 
by  people  who  believe  in  democracy;  a 
diplomacy  that  calls  upon  people  to  live 
up  to  the  things  we  have  agreed  to. 

Just  as  in  Europe,  we  point  to  the 
Helsinki  Final  Act  as  a  solemn  commit- 
ment on  the  part  of  all  the  governments 
that  signed  it.  So  too  here.  Esquipulas 
II,  for  example,  should  be  taken  as  a 
solemn  commitment  by  all  governments 
that  signed  it,  and  we  should  hold  them 
to  those  commitments. 

I  will  give  an  example  of  the  soli- 
darity of  democracy  in  diplomacy,  and 
that  is  the  decision  by  the  Group  of 
Eight  to  exclude  Panama  from  its  meet- 
ings so  long  as  the  present  regime  is 
there.  That's  expressing  yourself  in  a 
clear  definitive  way  about  a  problem  re- 
lated to  democracy. 

Q.  You  have  said  that  you  believe 
that  the  government  of  President  Rea- 
gan has  supported  the  Arias  plan,  but 
President  Arias  says  he  thinks  he  will 
get  along  better  with  President  Bush. 
You  know  both  men — the  President, 
as  well  as  the  President-elect — and  I 
would  like  to  ask  you  if  you  see  any 
difference  between  them  about  their 
position  with  regard  to  support  for 
the  contras  and  the  situation  in  Cen- 
tral America.  Do  you  see,  perhaps,  a 
change  in  tone? 

A.  President-elect  Bush  has  played 
a  strong  part  in  the  development  and 
implementation  of  U.S.  policy  toward 
Central  America.  For  example,  here  in 
El  Salvador,  in  helping  develop  a  strong 
move  for  the  protection  of  human 
rights,  he  did  a  very  great  job.  We  have 
made  a  lot  of  progress  in  seeing  the 
growth  of  democracy,  human  rights, 
and  economic  development  in  Central 
America,  but  there  is  work  still  to  be 
done.  And  it  will  fall  to  President-elect 
Bush  to  do  it.  I'm  sure  he'll  do  it  in  his 
own  effective  way.  But  I'm  not  in  a 
position  to  describe  it,  that's  for  him 
and  his  Secretary  of  State  and  others  to 
do. 

It  should  not  be  overlooked  that 
during  the  election  campaign,  Presi- 
dent-elect Bush  expressed  his  strong 
support  for  the  freedom  fighters  in  Nic- 
aragua— the  contras. 


'Press  release  241  of  Nov.  16,  1988. 
2Press  release  242  of  Nov.  16.  ■ 
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Visit  of  Mali  President 


President  Moussa  Traore  of  the  Re- 
public of  Mali  made  a  state  visit  to  the 
United  States  October  5-9,  1988,  to 
meet  with  President  Reagan  and  other 
government  officials. 

Following  are  remarks  at  the  wel- 
coming ceremony  and  dinner  toasts 
made  by  the  two  Presidents  on  Octo- 
ber 6.1 


ARRIVAL  REMARKS* 

President  Reagan 

It's  an  honor  and  a  pleasure  to  welcome 
you  on  your  first  official  visit  to  the 
United  States.  You  and  all  the  people  of 
Mali  are  good  friends  of  the  United 
States.  In  addition  to  deeply  appreciat- 
ing your  support  on  international  is- 
sues, we  admire  Mali  as  a  country 
where  people  of  different  ethnic  and  re- 
ligious backgrounds  respect  each  other 
and  live  together  in  peace. 

You  and  your  country  have  also 
courageously  embarked  on  an  economic 
reform  program.  As  a  result,  Mali  has 
been  one  of  the  major  aid  recipients  in 
Africa,  and  we're  pleased  to  have  been 
able  to  assist  you  with  this  program. 

We're  also  pleased  by  your  visit  be- 
cause you  represent  not  only  Mali  but 
also  the  Organization  of  African  Unity 
(OAU),  of  which  you  were  recently 
elected  chairman.  And  we  ask  you  to 


accept  our  congratulations  on  your  elec- 
tion to  this  important  post.  Earlier  this 
year,  the  OAU  celebrated  its  25th  anni- 
versary. During  its  history,  the  OAU 
has  played  a  vital  role  in  resolving  re- 
gional conflicts  in  Africa  and  has  helped 
African  countries  to  work  together  to 
solve  problems  and  promote  economic 
development.  Under  your  leadership, 
I'm  confident  the  OAU  will  continue 
with  these  crucial  activities.  You  have 
already  demonstrated  interest  in  help- 
ing to  promote  regional  settlements  in 
southern  Africa  and  the  Western  Sa- 
hara. We  hope  the  OAU  can  play  an 
even  more  active  role  in  solving  those 
regional  problems  and  play  a  key  role  in 
promoting  development  in  Africa  by  en- 
couraging economic  reform  and 
cooperation. 

I  understand  there  is  a  Malian 
proverb  that  goes:  Bolokoni  kelen  te 
bele  ta — One  finger  cannot  lift  a  rock.  I 
think  this  proverb  expresses  perfectly 
the  goal  and  the  strength  of  the  Orga- 
nization of  African  Unity.  Africans 
must  pull  together  and  work  together. 
And  we  wish  you  and  the  OAU  great 
success  in  working  together  to  achieve 
common  goals  during  your  time  as 
chairman  and  throughout  the  OAU's 
next  25  years. 

We  look  forward  to  talking  with 
you  over  the  next  few  days  not  only 
about  bilateral  concerns  and  African  re- 
gional issues  but  about  concerns  we 


share  in  other  parts  of  the  world.  For 
Africa,  I  believe,  which  represents 
nearly  one-third  of  the  member  nations 
of  the  United  Nations,  truly  has  come 
of  age  as  a  participant  in  the  interna- 
tional area. 

Let  me  say  again  how  pleased  we 
are  to  welcome  you  to  the  United 
States.  We  wish  you  an  enjoyable  and 
profitable  visit. 

President  Traore3 

I  should  like  on  behalf  of  my  delegation 
and  my  own  name  to  express  my  very 
sincere  thanks  to  you  for  the  kind  invi- 
tation extended  to  us  to  visit  this  great 
nation,  the  United  States  of  America. 

Our  visit  meets  two  concerns;  first 
of  all,  the  concern  of  making  even 
stronger  the  friendship  and  solidarity 
which  have  been  a  trademark  of  rela- 
tions between  our  two  nations.  May  I 
cite  in  this  connection  Vice  President 
Bush's  memorable  visit  in  Mali  on 
March  8th  and  9th,  1985.  It  was  for  our 
people  tangible  evidence  of  the  un- 
wavering commitment  of  the  United 
States  to  the  Republic  of  Mali.  May  I 
now  express  my  honest  wish  to  bring  to 
the  American  people  in  my  capacity  as 
president  of  the  OAU  a  message  of 
friendship  from  the  peoples  of  Africa. 
Indeed,  over  and  above  the  worldwide 
role  played  by  the  United  States,  there 
are  between  your  nation  and  the  Af- 
rican Continent  human,  cultural,  and 
spiritual  relations  becoming  stronger 
every  day,  to  the  greatest  benefit  of  the 
American  and  African  peoples. 

I  know  for  a  fact  that  my  visit  will 
give  us  a  chance  to  discuss  together  the 
major  issues  of  common  interest.  And  I 
am  convinced  that  our  discussions  will 
enable  us  to  make  progress  in  the 
search  for  a  solution  to  the  problems 
which  are  of  concern  to  both  our  sides. 


DINNER  TOASTS 

President  Reagan 

It's  a  pleasure  to  welcome  you  here  this 
evening.  We're  honored  by  your  visit  to 
the  United  States,  both  as  the  Presi- 
dent of  Mali  and  as  the  chairman  of  the 
Organization  of  African  Unity.  During 
your  visit,  we've  been  discussing  issues 
of  concern  to  Mali,  the  Organization  of 
African  Unity,  and  the  United  States. 
And  I'm  gratified  that  you  share  our 
concerns  about  regional  stability  and 
economic  development  in  Africa.  And 
we've  appreciated  your  efforts  to  pro- 
mote peace  and  development. 
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I  want  you  to  know  that  we'll  con- 
tinue to  work  with  you  and  be  as  sup- 
portive as  possible  in  addressing  these 
areas.  But  Africans  and  Americans  do 
not  just  share  a  concern  for  various  in- 
ternational problems.  We  share  a  rich 
cultural  heritage  as  well.  One  out  of  six 
Americans  trace  their  ancestry  to  Af- 
rica. And  indeed  all  of  us  are  very 
proud  of  that  African  heritage  and  are 
eager  to  learn  more  about  the  African 
cultures  from  which  they  came. 

I  think  this  points  to  another  com- 
mon cultural  thread  between  Mali  and 
the  United  States.  Mali  has  a  proud 
and  ancient  history.  It  had  three  em- 
pires before  Europeans  first  settled  in 
what  is  now  the  United  States.  Malian 
explorers  sailed  the  high  seas  and  may 
even  have  visited  America.  All  Ameri- 
cans, even  if  they  know  little  else  about 
Africa,  have  heard  of  the  great  and  his- 
torical city  of  Timbuktu.  It  once  meant 
to  us  a  distant  place.  Your  visit  has 
brought  both  our  nations  closer.  Mali, 
like  the  United  States,  is  a  country 
made  up  of  people  from  different  ethnic 
and  religious  groups.  We  admire  Mali's 
respect  for  diversity  that  is  both  in 
your  constitution  and  in  practice. 

Americans  believe  that  the  ethnic 
diversity  of  the  United  States  is  one  of 
our  country's  greatest  strengths.  And  I 
think  this  is  best  summed  up  in  one  of 
your  proverbs:  One  person,  one 
thought;  two  persons,  two  thoughts. 
From  the  ideas  of  many  different  peo- 
ple and  the  freedom  to  express  those 
ideas  comes  the  strength  of  a  nation. 

I  look  forward  to  continuing  to 
share  ideas  with  you.  By  exchanging 
ideas  and  working  together  with  the 
leaders  of  a  great  and  ancient  conti- 
nent, I  believe  we  can  find  solutions 
with  a  human  face  to  the  problems  con- 
fronting the  world.  I  salute  you  as  a 
good  friend,  a  great  leader  of  your  peo- 
ple, and  as  the  chairman  of  the  Organi- 
zation of  African  Unity. 

President  Traore3 

May  I  on  this  occasion  renew  my  very 
sincere  thanks  to  you,  as  well  as  the 
thanks  of  my  delegation  for  the  warm 
welcome  and  very  cordial  hospitality 
that  we  have  been  enjoying  ever  since 
we  arrived  in  the  United  States,  this 
great  and  beautiful  land  of  freedom. 
Mali  and  the  United  States  have 
excellent  relations  in  the  areas  of  politi- 
cal, economic,  social,  and  cultural  rela- 
tions. The  many  agreements  for  cooper- 
ation between  our  two  countries  cover 
all  fields  of  activity,  and  they  fall  very 


clearly  within  our  strategy  for  develop- 
ment. We  seek,  first  of  all,  self-suffi- 
ciency in  food  production,  control  of  our 
water  resources,  breaking  away  from 
the  landlocked  situation  of  our  country, 
both  domestic  and  foreign,  and  training 
our  human  resources. 

I'm  happy  to  salute  here  the  very 
valuable  assistance  that  your  govern- 
ment has  been  extending  to  us  in  secur- 
ing these  objectives.  In  order  to  have  a 
better  performance  for  our  economy, 
we  have  undertaken,  together  with  in- 
ternational financial  institutions  and 
friendly  nations,  a  very  profound  and 
exhaustive  reform  which  touches  upon 
all  sectors  of  development,  public  fi- 
nances, state-owned  enterprises,  devel- 
opment of  the  rural  area,  and  private 
sector.  Basically,  we  are  seeking  to  mo- 
bilize all  energies  and  all  the  creative 
potential  of  the  people — Mali.  The  peo- 
ple of  Mali,  just  like  the  people  of  the 
United  States,  have  a  very  highly  de- 
veloped sense  of  enterprise. 

Concerning  Africa,  our  principal 
concerns  remain  the  total  liberation  of 
the  continent  and  the  social  and  eco- 
nomic development.  Recent  trends  in 
southern  Africa  allow  us  to  think  that  it 
may  soon  become  a  reality  that  Resolu- 
tion 435  may  soon  become  implemented 
helping  Namibia  accede  to  independ- 
ence. The  international  community 
must  spare  no  effort  and  gather  all  its 
strength  in  order  to  force  the  Govern- 
ment of  South  Africa  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  the  implementation 
of  this  pertinent  resolution.  Side  by 
side  with  the  fighters  of  South  Africa, 
the  Organization  of  African  Unity  will 
continue  to  struggle  for  the  taking 
down  of  the  intolerable  system  of 
apartheid.  We  seek  to  establish  in 
South  Africa  a  more  human,  more  just 
society  which  has  been  rid  of  all  forms 
of  segregation. 

In  this  connection,  Africa  enjoys 
very  much  the  ever-growing  support  of 
the  great  American  people.  Your  con- 
stitution, your  democratic  traditions 
have  inspired  many  people  throughout 
the  world. 

In  the  economic  area  it  is  urgent  to 
find  a  just  and  lasting  solution  to  the 
problem  of  the  African  debt.  Thus,  the 
Organization  of  African  Unity  has  been 
calling  for  the  convening  of  an  interna- 
tional conference  on  that  issue.  In  solv- 
ing the  problem  of  the  African  debt,  we 
will  have  to  factor  in  the  issue  of  raw 
materials  and  commodity  prices  as  Af- 
rica is  a  producer  because  it  is  only 
through  a  just  remuneration  of  their 
production  that  the  African  nations  will 


secure  the  steady  resources  necessary 
to  their  development  and  to  payment  of 
the  debts. 

May  I,  in  closing,  ask  you  to  raise 
your  glass  with  me  to  the  health  of 
President  Ronald  Reagan,  to  the  health 
of  Mrs.  Reagan,  the  strengthening  of 
the  friendship  between  our  two  nations, 
and  closer  bonds  of  cooperation  and  sol- 
idarity among  all  people  of  the  world. 


■Texts  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Oct.  10,  1988. 

2Made  at  the  South  Portico  of  the 
White  House  where  President  Traore  was 
accorded  a  formal  welcome  with  full  mili- 
tary honors. 

President  Traore  spoke  in  French,  and 
his  remarks  were  translated  by  an  inter- 
preter. ■ 


Emergency  Relief 
to  Sudan 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
NOV.  17,  19881 

A  major  human  catastrophe  continues 
to  unfold  in  Sudan.  The  world  is  wit- 
nessing famine  that  is  the  result  not  of 
nature  but  of  endemic  civil  war  and  the 
failure  to  distribute  available  food.  As  a 
result,  many  innocent  Sudanese  are 
dying. 

We  urge  parties  on  both  sides  of 
the  war  and  all  friends  of  Sudan  to  par- 
ticipate in  a  massive  and  urgent  effort 
to  end  the  suffering  and  starvation  of 
civilians  in  southern  Sudan  who  have 
lost  the  means  to  survive  on  their  own. 

The  United  States  is  encouraged 
that  the  International  Committee  of  the 
Red  Cross,  with  the  cooperation  of  the 
Government  and  the  Sudanese  People's 
Liberation  Army  (SPLA),  is  planning 
to  provide  relief  to  civilian  victims  on 
both  sides  of  the  war  zone.  But  it  is 
only  a  first  step.  Action  on  many  fronts 
will  be  needed  to  halt  starvation. 

We  urge  the  Sudanese  Government 
and  the  SPLA — despite  their  political 
differences — to  participate  with  donors 
and  the  private  voluntary  agency  com- 
munity to  meet  the  challenge  of  provid- 
ing and  administering  relief  to  those  in 
critical  need,  regardless  of  where  they 
are. 


■Read  to  news  correspondents  by  De- 
partment spokesman  Charles  Redman.  ■ 
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ARMS  CONTROL 


South  Africa  Accepts 
Angola/Namibia  Accord 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
NOV.  22,  19881 

We  are  pleased  to  confirm  notification 
by  the  Government  of  South  Africa  that 
its  Cabinet  has  accepted  the  schedule 
for  total  Cuban  troop  withdrawal  from 
Angola  negotiated  under  U.S.  media- 
tion in  Geneva  last  week.  With  this 
step,  all  three  governments  involved  in 
these  talks  have  signaled  their  accept- 
ance of  the  Geneva  understandings.  The 
way  is  now  clear  to  completion  of  the 
negotiations  and  the  signing  of  the  in- 
terlocking set  of  agreements  the  parties 
have  agreed  to  conclude. 

South  African,  Cuban,  and  An- 
golan delegations  are  currently  confer- 
ring with  each  other  and  with  UN 
officials  in  New  York  to  prepare  for  a 
final  round  of  negotiations  in  Brazza- 
ville. The  United  States  continues  to 
mediate  discussions  between  the 
parties. 


Krasnoyarsk  Radar  Discussions 


'Read  to  news  correspondents  by  De- 
partment spokesman  Charles  Redman.  ■ 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
NOV.  2,  19881 

The  Krasnoyarsk  radar  is  a  significant 
violation  of  a  central  element  of  the 
ABM  [Antiballistic  Missile]  Treaty.  We 
have  made  clear  to  the  Soviets  that  the 
violation  must  be  corrected  without  de- 
lay or  preconditions. 

Last  week,  the  United  States 
agreed  to  a  Soviet  proposal  to  have  a 
meeting  of  technical  experts  in  order  to 
listen  to  Soviet  proposals  and  to  clarify 
Soviet  positions  on  actions  they  are 
prepared  to  take  to  correct  the 
Krasnoyarsk  problem.  We  had  hoped 
that  they  were  prepared  to  meet  U.S. 
concerns  about  the  radars. 

That  meeting  of  U.S.  Soviet  ex- 
perts on  the  Krasnoyarsk  radar  vio- 
lation ended  on  November  2.  We 
listened  to  what  they  had  to  say.  Unfor- 
tunately, the  Soviet  experts  did  not 
have  any  new  proposals  that  addressed 
our  concerns  and  could  not  answer  U.S. 
questions  about  how  they  would  correct 
the  Krasnoyarsk  radar  in  a  verifiable 
manner  that  meets  U.S.  criteria.  We 


have  made  clear  to  them  that  any  satis- 
factory solution  of  the  Krasnoyarsk  vio- 
lation must: 

•  Reestablish  the  lead  time  accept- 
able to  the  United  States  that  was  the 
purpose  of  the  LPAR  [large,  phased- 
array  radar]  provisions  of  the  ABM 
Treaty;  and 

•  Must  verifiably  remove  all  treaty- 
prohibited  radar  capability. 

Based  on  what  we  have  heard  to 
date,  we  continue  to  believe  strongly 
that  the  U.S.  criteria  can  only  be  met 
by  dismantlement  of  the  radar  and  de- 
struction of  the  transmitter  and  re- 
ceiver buildings,  including  their 
foundations. 

We  continue  to  reserve  all  our 
rights  under  international  law  to  take 
appropriate  and  proportionate  re- 
sponses to  the  Soviet  violation.  We 
have  not  foreclosed  the  option  of  declar- 
ing that  violation  to  be  a  material 
breach. 


'Read  to  news  correspondents  by  De- 
partment spokesman  Charles  Redman.  ■ 


Conference  on  Chemical  Weapons  Use 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
OCT.  21,  19881 

French  Ambassador  to  the  Conference 
on  Disarmament  Pierre  Morel  an- 
nounced yesterday  to  the  UN  First 
Committee  in  New  York  that  France 
will  host  the  Conference  on  Chemical 
Weapons  Use  in  Paris  from  January  7 
to  11,  1989.  The  conference  is  aimed  at 
focusing  worldwide  attention  on  the 
problems  of  chemical  weapons  use  and 
proliferation,  and  helping  to  put  a  stop 
to  the  abhorrent  illegal  use  of  these 
weapons. 

President  Reagan  proposed  such  a 
conference  in  his  speech  at  the  United 
Nations  on  September  26,  calling  on  all 
concerned  nations  to  consider  actions 
we  might  take  together  to  reverse  the 
erosion  of  respect  for  the  existing 
norms  against  the  illegal  use  of  chem- 
ical weapons.  Recent  expressions  of 
support  for  the  idea  of  holding  this  con- 
ference by  nations  from  various  regions 
indicate  that  many  others  share  our 
concern.  We  hope  that  nations  attend- 
ing the  conference  will  reaffirm  their 


political  commitment  to  comply  with 
existing  prohibitions  on  chemical  weap- 
ons use.  We  also  invite  those  nations 
which  have  not  done  so  to  adhere  to  the 
1925  Geneva  protocol.  The  purpose  of 
the  conference  is  neither  to  change  the 
Geneva  protocol  in  any  way  nor  to  sin- 
gle out  any  country  for  its  previous 
actions. 

The  United  States  remains  commit- 
ted to  the  negotiation  of  a  comprehen- 
sive, effectively  verifiable,  and  truly 
global  ban  on  chemical  weapons.  Such  a 
ban  would  be  the  best  solution  to  the 
threat  posed  by  illegal  chemical  weap- 
ons use  and  proliferation.  We  hope  the 
participants  in  the  conference  will  ex- 
press their  support  for  the  continuing 
negotiations  for  a  ban  at  the  40-nation 
Geneva  Conference  on  Disarmament. 

The  United  States  welcomes  the 
action  by  the  Government  of  France  to 
host  the  conference  and  will  make 
every  effort  to  ensure  that  it  succeeds. 
Secretary  of  State  Shultz  will  lead  the 
U.S.  delegation  to  the  conference. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Oct.  31,  1988. 
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EAST  ASIA 


U.S.  Review  of  Relations  with 

the  Democratic  People's  Republic  of  Korea 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
OCT.  31,  19881 

President  of  the  Republic  of  Korea,  Roh 
Tae  Woo,  has  recently  made  several 
constructive  suggestions  concerning  re- 
lations between  the  Republic  of  Korea 
(R.O.K.)  and  the  Democratic  People's 
Republic  of  Korea  (D.P.R.K.).  Further- 
more, in  his  speech  to  the  UN  General 
Assembly  on  October  18,  and  in  his  dec- 
laration of  July  7,  President  Roh  called 
for  joint  efforts  by  the  Republic  of 
Korea's  friends  and  allies,  including  the 
United  States,  to  help  draw  the  Demo- 
cratic People's  Republic  of  Korea  out  of 
isolation  and  encourage  it  to  abandon 
its  longstanding  policies  of  confronta- 
tion and  violence.  The  U.S.  Govern- 
ment is  announcing  several  steps 
regarding  relations  with  the  Demo- 
cratic People's  Republic  of  Korea. 

The  U.S.  Government  will  encour- 
age unofficial,  nongovernmental  visits 
from  the  D.P.R.K.  in  academics, 
sports,  culture,  and  other  areas  so  long 
as  prospective  D.P.R.K.  visitors  are  eli- 
gible under  our  visa  laws. 


To  facilitate  the  travel  of  U.S.  cit- 
izens to  the  Democratic  People's  Re- 
public of  Korea,  the  U.S.  Government 
will  be  reviewing  financial  regulations 
affecting  travel  to  the  D.P.R.K.  with  a 
view  toward  permitting  travel  services 
for  exchanges  and  group  travel  on  a 
case-by-case  basis.  The  United  States  is 
not  able  to  offer  consular  protection  or 
services  to  U.S.  citizens  who  travel  to 
the  Democratic  People's  Republic  of 
Korea. 

We  are  reviewing  Commerce  reg- 
ulations with  a  view  toward  permitting 
certain  limited  commercial  exports  of 
humanitarian  goods  to  the  D.P.R.K.  on 
a  case-by-case  basis.  U.S.  law  already 
permits  the  donation  of  certain  human- 
itarian goods  such  as  foodstuffs, 
clothing,  and  medicine. 

General  commercial  trade  remains 
unlawful;  it  remains  regulated  strictly 
under  provisions  of  the  Trading  With 
the  Enemy  Act  and  the  Export  Admin- 
istration Act.  Furthermore,  the 
D.P.R.K.  remains  on  our  list  of  states 
which  support  or  are  engaged  in  inter- 
national terrorism.  Its  behavior  in  this 


area  is  something  we  will  continue  to 
scrutinize  closely. 

The  Department  of  State  is  in- 
structing U.S.  diplomats  that  they  may 
once  again  hold  substantive  discussions 
with  officials  of  the  Democratic  People's 
Republic  of  Korea  in  neutral  settings. 
We  issued  such  guidance  in  September 
1983  and  March  1987  in  the  hope  that 
such  contacts  could  lead  to  increased 
mutual  understanding  and  perhaps, 
eventually,  to  improved  relations.  These 
hopes  were  not  realized  and  the  guid- 
ance was  withdrawn.  We  are  again  au- 
thorizing substantive  diplomatic 
exchanges. 

We  have  taken  these  steps  in  close 
consultation  with  our  R.O.K.  ally  and 
with  other  interested  parties.  We  have 
informed  the  Governments  of  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China  and  the  Union  of 
Soviet  Socialist  Republics  and  asked 
that  they  convey  our  views  to  the  Dem- 
ocratic People's  Republic  of  Korea.  We 
look  to  that  government  for  a  positive, 
constructive  response. 


'Read  to  news  correspondents  by  De- 
partment spokesman  Charles  Redman.  ■ 


Cambodian  Independence 


PRESIDENT'S  STATEMENT, 
OCT.  18,  1988' 

I  have  today  signed  H.J.  Res.  602, 
which  expresses  congressional  support 
for  the  restoration  of  a  free  and  inde- 
pendent Cambodia,  the  withdrawal  of 
Vietnamese  troops  from  that  country, 
and  the  protection  of  the  Cambodian 
people  from  a  return  to  power  by  the 
Khmer  Rouge.  I  welcome  this  clear 
statement  of  principles  on  a  subject  on 
which  we  are  all  in  agreement. 

I  note  that  the  resolution  is  prop- 
erly cast  in  admonitory  terms  and  ac- 
cordingly must  be  interpreted  as  a 
nonbinding  expression  of  the  sense  of 
the  Congress.  I  disagree  with  the 
wording  of  certain  clauses,  which,  as 


written,  could  complicate  our  efforts 
to  work  with  other  governments  to 
achieve  the  objective  we  all  seek:  to 
prevent  the  Khmer  Rouge  from  ever 
again  being  in  a  position  of  absolute 
authority  from  which  to  wage  its  rule  of 
terror  over  the  Cambodian  people.  I 
have,  however,  signed  this  legislation 
because  it  makes  clear  that  the  United 
States  will  continue  to  do  everything 
possible  to  assure  that  the  Vietnamese 
occupation  of  Cambodia  is  brought  to 
an  end  and  that  effective  guarantees 
are  put  into  place  to  prevent  the  Khmer 
Rouge  from  ever  again  taking  control  of 
Cambodia. 


•Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Oct.  24,  1988. 
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ECONOMICS 


Global  Economic  Integration 


by  John  C.  Whitehead 

Address  before  the  Economic  Pol- 
icy Council  of  the  United  Nations  As- 
sociation of  the  USA  on  September  20, 
1988.  Mr.  Whitehead  is  Deputy  Secre- 
tary of  State. 

I  am  very  pleased  to  have  this  oppor- 
tunity to  address  the  annual  plenary 
session  of  the  Economic  Policy  Council 
of  the  United  Nations  Association  of 
the  USA.  That's  a  big  nametag  denot- 
ing big  responsibilities.  My  remarks, 
however,  will  be  reasonably  brief,  even 
on  so  broad  a  subject  as  "global  eco- 
nomic integration." 

I  would  like  to  explore  the  follow- 
ing points: 

•  The  basic  forces  promoting  freer 
trade  and  economic  integration  since 
World  War  II; 

•  The  damage  national  govern- 
ments do  when  they  try  to  frustrate 
economic  integration;  and 

•  The  current  challenges  threaten- 
ing integration  and  global  prosperity. 

Finally,  I  want  to  say  a  few  words 
about  the  relative  position  of  the 
United  States  in  the  world  economy. 

Understanding  Global 
Economic  Integration 

The  globalization  of  our  daily  lives  is 
evident  everywhere — from  the  products 
we  buy  and  use  to  the  attention  paid  to 
exchange  rate  movements  in  the  morn- 
ing newspaper.  Globalization  is  not  sim- 
ply a  matter  of  increased  trade;  we  see 
it  also  in  the  worldwide  markets  for 
currencies  and  credit,  in  the  pattern  of 
production,  and  in  the  flow  of  informa- 
tion and  technology.  At  the  dawn  of  the 
industrial  revolution,  new  ideas  took 
decades  to  filter  even  across  Europe; 
now  they  spread  around  the  world  at 
the  speed  of  light. 

[Economist]  Joseph  Schumpeter 
viewed  economic  growth  as  a  process  of 
"creative  destruction,"  with  new  tech- 
nologies and  products  constantly  re- 
placing the  old  and  outmoded.  Today,  as 
such  changes  come  more  quickly  than 
ever,  we  hear  calls  for  protectionism 
and  economic  nationalism.  But  history 
shows  that  it  would  be  wrong  to  heed 
those  calls.  Globalization  and  rapid 


economic  advance  are  linked.  Global 
integration  is  the  best  way  for  all  coun- 
tries— rich  and  poor,  large  and  small — 
to  become  wealthier  together. 

The  distinguished  men  who  shaped 
our  international  economic  policy  in  the 
1940s— people  like  Cordell  Hull,  Harry 
White,  William  Clayton,  and  George 
Marshall — were  guided  by  a  fine  sense 
of  history  and,  above  all,  by  the  bitter 
lessons  of  the  interwar  years.  The  in- 
ternational economy,  which  had  flour- 
ished in  the  decades  before  1914,  was 
largely  destroyed  in  subsequent  war 
and  revolution.  Efforts  to  rebuild  the 
system  after  1918  were  only  partially 
successful,  and  the  world  economy 
almost  disintegrated  in  the  Great 
Depression. 

As  country  after  country  resorted 
to  "beggar-thy-neighbor"  policies,  trade 
shriveled,  and  employment  and  output 
plunged.  The  United  States  contributed 
to  the  sorry  legacy  of  the  1930s  through 
the  Smoot-Hawley  tariff  and  by  scut- 
tling the  London  economic  conference. 

The  Postwar  Record 

Fortunately,  after  the  Second  World 
War,  we  rejected  isolationism  and  eco- 
nomic nationalism.  Instead,  in  the 
spirit  of  Bretton  Woods  and  the  Mar- 
shall Plan,  we  opened  our  markets  and 
allowed  others  to  follow  at  their  own 
pace.  In  Europe,  men  of  vision — Robert 
Schuman,  Jean  Monnet,  and  Ludwig 
Erhard — guided  the  reconstruction  of  a 
war-torn  continent.  Economic  integra- 
tion replaced  ancient  rivalries;  pros- 
perity became  a  joint  pursuit. 

Aided  by  timely  Marshall  Plan  aid, 
the  countries  of  Western  Europe 
achieved  remarkable  economic  growth 
during  the  1950s  and  1960s.  Japan  did 
even  better.  In  less  spectacular  fashion, 
Canada  and  the  United  States  also 
prospered. 

These  were  years  of  rapid  de- 
colonialization  as  many  former  colonies 
became  new  countries.  Whereas  the 
IMF  [International  Monetary  Fund] 
and  World  Bank  had  31  members  ini- 
tially, they  have  151  members  today. 

In  the  postwar  period,  growing 
output  and  living  standards  were  pro- 
moted by  a  progressive  freeing-up  of 
trade  and  investment  flows.  Wide- 
spread exchange  controls  were  phased 
out;  tariffs  were  cut;  capital  controls 
were  eased;  and  a  variety  of  regional 
free  trade  arrangements — most  notably 


the  EEC  [European  Economic  Commu- 
nity]— were  introduced,  encouraging 
further  flows  of  goods,  services,  invest- 
ment, and  manpower  among  member 
countries. 

While  enlightened  government  pol- 
icies established  a  more  open,  market- 
oriented  framework  for  postwar  recov- 
ery and  growth,  the  real  heroes  of  the 
story  were  the  unsung  millions  of  indi- 
viduals on  every  continent  whose 
creativity  and  hard  work  made  possible 
an  unprecedented  era  of  prosperity. 

Transcending  National  Borders 

Increasingly,  the  world  economy  has 
become  a  single  stage  with  leading 
roles  played  by  multinational  compa- 
nies. Citicorp  raises  capital,  obtains 
deposits,  extends  loans,  and  trades  cur- 
rencies all  around  the  world.  General 
Motors  buys  and  produces  components 
in  scores  of  countries,  assembles  them 
in  strategic  locations,  and  markets  its 
finished  vehicles  on  every  continent. 
And,  of  course,  not  all  multinationals 
are  headquartered  in  America — con- 
sider such  names  as  Siemans,  Philips, 
Thomsen,  Mitsubishi,  Honda,  Hyundai, 
and  Daewoo. 

Global  economic  integration  is 
driven  by  continuing  advances  in  sci- 
ence and  technology.  Columbus  took  3 
months  to  cross  the  Atlantic.  By  1850, 
a  clipper  ship  could  make  the  trip  in  15 
days.  Some  70  years  later,  Lindbergh's 
daring  flight  took  33  hours.  Today,  the 
Concorde  gets  us  there  in  3  hours  and 
20  minutes.  For  much  of  today's  com- 
merce, physical  distance  is  irrelevant: 
modern  telecommunications  links  us  by 
voice,  visual  image,  and  documentation 
in  less  than  a  second. 

Nation  States  and 
the  Gains  From  Trade 

National  governments  can  impede  or 
promote  global  economic  integration. 
Trade  is,  of  course,  the  standard  exam- 
ple. Import-competing  producers  often 
seek  protection  from  competitors 
abroad.  Such  protection  widens  their 
profit  margins,  but  it  limits  choice  and 
raises  prices  to  domestic  consumers. 
And  it  harms  domestic  exporters  and 
those  domestic  firms  which  receive  less 
protection  against  imports. 

Governments  also  often  choose  to 
limit  incoming  foreign  direct  invest- 
ments. Such  constraints  benefit  domes- 
tic firms  that  would  face  additional 
competition.  But  they  hurt  domestic 
consumers  and  those  domestic  resi- 
dents who  might  supply  goods  and  la- 
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bor  services  to  the  incoming  foreign- 
owned  concerns. 

Although  a  free  trade  policy  bene- 
fits some  domestic  residents  and  hurts 
others,  the  gainers  generally  gain  more 
than  the  losers  lose.  Conversely,  pro- 
tection usually  hurts  domestic  residents 
on  balance.  These  conclusions  hold  even 
without  taking  account  of  the  dynamic 
gains  from  free  trade,  stemming  from 
heightened  competition  and  the  intro- 
duction of  new  products  and  services. 

Aside  from  their  diverse  impacts 
on  domestic  residents,  trade  restric- 
tions, of  course,  usually  hurt  foreign 
producers.  Japanese  quotas  hurt  U.S. 
rice  growers;  U.S.  quotas  hurt  New 
Zealand  lamb  producers.  In  light  of 
these  considerations,  this  Administra- 
tion— albeit  with  some  important  slip- 
pages— has  sought  to  encourage  open 
trade  policies  both  at  home  and  abroad. 

Reversing  the  Trend? 

During  the  past  several  years,  however, 
economic  integration  has  come  under 
pressure  as  the  world  economy  has 
been  buffeted  by  extreme  inflation  and 
disinflation. 

We  have  cut  inflation,  but  the  leg- 
acy of  the  struggle  remains:  heavily 
indebted  developing  countries,  low  com- 
modity prices,  high  unemployment  in 
Europe,  and  large  trade  imbalances. 
These  dislocations  have  prompted  a 
host  of  dire  forecasts.  But  do  they  re- 
flect reality? 

Consider  the  record.  Since  1982, 
the  United  States  has  enjoyed  a  robust 
economic  expansion  and  markedly  lower 
inflation.  Assisted  by  lower  taxes  and 
significant  deregulation — and  prodded 
by  foreign  competition — our  output  has 
risen  during  the  past  6  years  at  an  an- 
nual rate  of  3.8%;  our  manufacturing 
productivity  has  risen  by  almost  5%  per 
annum;  and  our  unemployment  rate  has 
fallen  from  over  10%  in  early  1983  to 
less  than  5.5%  today. 

For  a  considerable  period,  this  ex- 
pansion was  accompanied  by  a  widening 
U.S.  budget  deficit  and  a  growing  U.S. 
current  account  deficit.  But  a  signifi- 
cant shrinkage  in  both  deficits  is  now  in 
progress.  In  1985,  the  budget  deficit 
reached  a  peak  of  5.2%  of  GNP  [gross 
national  product];  this  year,  it  will 
probably  amount  to  about  3.2%  of  GNP. 
Last  year,  our  current  account  deficit 
amounted  to  3.4%  of  GNP;  this  year,  it 
could  well  fall  below  2.5%. 

Recent  strong  U.S.  economic 
growth  has  been  accompanied  by  even 
stronger  growth  in  Japan,  Britain,  Can- 
ada, and  Asia.  And  this  past  year,  ac- 
tivity in  Germany  has  also  quickened. 


The  IMF  now  projects  that  industrial- 
country  output  will  grow  at  a  healthy 
3.8%  in  1988. 


Continuing  Challenges 

But,  of  course,  problems  remain — in 
particular,  an  overhang  of  Third  World 
debt,  creeping  protectionism,  and  a  big 
U.S.  trade  deficit;  a  few  words  on  each: 

The  Debt  Problem.  Since  1982,  the 
creditor  banks  in  the  industrial  coun- 
tries have  bolstered  their  ability  to  ab- 
sorb defaults  by  adding  to  capital  and 
reserves.  Nonetheless,  a  serious  con- 
frontation between  the  debtor  countries 
and  the  banks  would  still  threaten  the 
international  financial  system. 

This  Administration  has  sought  to 
avoid  that  confrontation — encouraging 
the  banks  to  lend  new  money  and  the 
debtor  countries  to  reform  their  pol- 
icies with  IMF  assistance.  The  process 
has  proceeded  case  by  case.  To 
strengthen  their  trade  balances,  the 
debtor  countries  have  had  to  endure  se- 
vere economic  austerity.  Is  there  a  bet- 
ter way? 

Numerous  "global  solutions"  have 
been  proposed.  But  these  schemes  all 
fail  to  reflect  important  differences 
among  the  debtor  countries;  they  would 
tend  to  reward  poor  policies;  and  they 
would  require  backstop  insurance  by 
creditor-country  taxpayers.  I  believe 
that  the  case-by-case  approach  will 
work  provided: 

First,  that  we  can  lower  barriers 
to  debtor-country  exports;  and 

Second,  that  the  debtor  countries 
revamp  their  economies. 

These  countries  have  spawned  nu- 
merous state-owned  enterprises.  (In 
Mexico,  for  example,  state-owned  firms 
rose  from  86  in  1970  to  1,155  in  1982.) 
Inefficient  and  overstaffed,  these  con- 
cerns often  require  massive  state  sub- 
sidies. They  should  be  cut  back,  closed 
down,  or  privatized. 

Debtor  countries  have  also  tended 
to  fix  exchange  rates,  interest  rates, 
and  other  key  prices  at  levels  that  lead 
either  to  shortages  or  to  gluts.  They 
need  less  price  fixing  and  more  reliance 
on  market  forces.  For  their  part,  cred- 
itors must  realize  that  a  large  external 
debt  imposes  "a  marginal  tax  on  re- 
form." Unless  both  sides  work  together 
to  reduce  this  tax,  reforms  may  never 
occur. 

To  prevent  LDC  [less  developed 
country]  debts  from  burdening  the  in- 
ternational economy  in  the  1990s  will 


require  cooperation  and  goodwill.  This, 
I  believe,  was  a  key  message  in  your 
group's  recent  thoughtful  study  of  the 
LDC  debt  problem. 

Creeping  Protectionism.  Alas,  the 
free-trading  ideal  of  this  Administration 
differs  from  the  "warts-and-all"  real 
world.  In  country  after  country,  narrow 
domestic  interests  have  persuaded  all- 
too-willing  governments  to  impose  re- 
strictions on  imports.  True,  tariffs  have 
been  cut  substantially.  But  all  too  of- 
ten, they  have  been  replaced  with  even 
more  damaging  nontariff  barriers  de- 
signed to  evade  GATT  [General  Agree- 
ment on  Tariffs  and  Trade]  jurisdiction. 

The  GATT  needs  refurbishing.  It 
needs  a  quicker-acting,  binding  mecha- 
nism for  settling  disputes  and  a  routine 
procedure  for  monitoring  trade  policies. 
It  needs  to  cover  services  as  well  as 
goods  and  agricultural  products  as  well 
as  manufactures.  And  it  needs  to  cover 
intellectual  property  rights.  We  hope  to 
persuade  our  trading  partners  to  accept 
these  changes  in  the  current  Uruguay 
Round. 

The  U.S.  Trade  Deficit.  The  U.S. 
trade  balance  can  strengthen  only  if 
our  domestic  savings  rise  relative  to 
our  domestic  investment  spending.  As- 
suming further  growth  in  investment 
spending,  we  need  to  achieve  some 
combination  of  smaller  budget  deficits 
and  greater  personal  and  business  sav- 
ing. If  Gramm-Rudman-Hollings  sticks, 
our  budget  deficits  will  fall;  and  if  the 
recent  changes  in  consumer  spending 
and  corporate  profits  persist,  private 
savings  will  also  rise.  As  the  latest  fig- 
ures show,  our  external  accounts  are 
strengthening  far  more  rapidly  than 
most  people  thought  likely  even  6 
months  ago. 

Our  Relative  Economic  Strength 

Let  me  conclude  with  a  few  words 
about  the  place  of  the  United  States  in 
the  world  economy. 

At  the  end  of  World  War  II,  the 
United  States  dominated  the  world 
economy.  In  1950,  we  accounted  for 
two-thirds  of  the  total  output  of  the 
G-7  countries  [Canada,  France,  Italy, 
Japan,  the  United  Kingdom,  the  United 
States,  and  West  Germany]  and  over 
one-third  of  total  G-7  exports.  Our  real 
wages  and  worker  productivity  were 
well  above  levels  in  other  countries. 

Now,  some  four  decades  later,  we 
remain  the  world's  leading  industrial 
power,  but  other  free-world  countries 
have  gained  enormously  in  relative 
wealth,  output,  and  productivity.  Some 
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say  that  this  development  represents  a 
failure  of  our  national  will  and  lead- 
ership. Not  at  all;  it  was  inevitable — 
and  highly  desirable — that  the  war-torn 
economies  of  Japan  and  Western  Eu- 
rope regain  their  prewar  capabilities. 
Indeed,  that  was  the  explicit  purpose  of 
the  Marshall  Plan.  It  was  also  natural 
for  their  economies  to  benefit  from  a 
technological  catchup.  As  these  coun- 
tries have  prospered,  they  have  become 
stronger  markets  for  our  exports  and 
low-cost  suppliers  of  many  desirable 
goods  and  services. 

French  wines,  Japanese  auto- 
mobiles, Italian  suits,  British  woolens, 
and  German  machine  tools — these  for- 
eign-made products,  and  many  more, 
enhance  our  living  standards  and  stim- 
uate  innovation  by  our  own  producers. 

Despite  the  debt  crisis,  the  devel- 
oping countries,  as  a  group,  have 
achieved  an  even  more  impressive  rate 
of  growth  than  our  OECD  [Organiza- 
tion for  Economic  Cooperation  and  De- 
velopment] trading  partners  since  the 
end  of  World  War  II.  This,  too,  was 
natural.  Starting  from  a  much  lower 
economic  base,  they  had  even  greater 
scope  for  borrowing  (and  adapting)  ad- 
vanced technology  than  did  Japan  or 
Western  Europe. 

Nowhere  have  these  gains  been 
more  impressive  than  in  the  newly  in- 
dustrializing economies  of  the  Pacific 
rim.  South  Korea,  Taiwan,  Singapore, 
and  Hong  Kong — and,  to  a  lesser  ex- 
tent, Malaysia,  Thailand,  Indonesia, 
and  the  Philippines — have  become 
important  producers  and  exporters  of 
manufactures.  Indeed,  their  successes 
are  forcing  painful  adjustments  in  com- 
peting sectors  in  all  of  the  older  indus- 
trial countries. 

Since  1983,  trade  across  the  Pacific 
has  exceeded  trade  across  the  Atlantic. 
Nonetheless,  the  Pacific  rim  countries 
can  benefit  materially  from  greater  co- 
operation. As  George  Shultz  recently 
pointed  out  in  a  speech  in  Jakarta,  we 
need  to  undertake  joint  discussions  and 
cooperative  actions  in  the  areas  of 
transportation,  telecommunications,  ed- 
ucation, and  natural  resources. 

More  interesting  than  a  comparison 
of  the  United  States  against  its  major 
trading  partners  is  a  comparison  of  the 
free-market  NATO  countries  against 
the  countries  of  the  Warsaw  Pact.  In 
1960,  the  combined  gross  national  prod- 
ucts of  the  NATO  countries  exceeded 
those  of  the  Warsaw  Pact  by  some 
$2.5  trillion  (in  1986  dollars).  By  1986, 
the  gap  had  more  than  doubled  to 
$5.5  trillion. 


Far  from  burying  the  Western 
economies,  the  communist  command 
economies  have  fallen  increasingly  be- 
hind. Recognizing  that  central  planning 
just  doesn't  deliver  the  goods,  the  lead- 
ers of  the  two  largest  communist  coun- 
tries— China  and  the  Soviet  Union — 
have  recently  sought  to  inject  large  ele- 
ments of  capitalism  into  their  systems. 


These  evolving  actions — together 
with  glasnost  and  perestroika — have 
momentous  implications  for  the  peoples 
of  the  free  world  as  well  as  for  the 
peoples  of  China,  the  Soviet  Union,  and 
the  Soviet  satellites.  Is  it  possible  that 
the  Russian  bear  will  become  the  Rus- 
sian lamb — and  a  neocapitalist  free- 
trading  lamb,  at  that?  Time  will  tell.  ■ 


U.S.  Stance  Toward  the  Soviet  Union 
on  Trade  and  Technology 


by  E.  Allan  Wendt 

Address  before  The  Houston  Club 
in  Houston  on  October  27,  1988.  Am- 
bassador Wendt  is  Senior  Represen- 
tative for  Strategic  Technology  Policy. 

I  am  delighted  to  be  with  you  today  to 
discuss  U.S.  policy  on  trade  and  tech- 
nology with  the  U.S.S.R.  This  is  an 
issue  of  great  importance  for  us  as  a 
nation.  It  has  significant  impact  on  our 
national  security,  and  on  our  economic 
and  political  relationships  with  the  So- 
viet Union  and  other  countries  of  East- 
ern Europe.  It  affects  our  ties  with 
China  and  with  other  friendly  and  al- 
lied countries.  Our  controls  on  such 
trade  are  applied  for  national  security, 
foreign  policy,  and  short  supply  rea- 
sons. It  is  on  the  first  of  these — na- 
tional security — that  I  will  primarily 
focus. 

National  Security  Controls 

These  controls  have  a  long  history. 
While  I  have  not  done  any  research  on 
the  matter,  I  would  not  be  surprised  to 
find  that  there  were,  early  on,  prohibi- 
tions on  sales  of  muskets  and  powder  to 
the  Indians.  The  present  legal  basis  is 
the  Arms  Export  Control  Act  of  1976 
and  the  Export  Administration  Act  of 
1979,  as  amended,  most  recently  by  the 
Omnibus  Trade  Act  a  few  months  ago. 
The  Export  Administration  Act  is  ad- 
ministered primarily  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce,  but  many  other 
agencies,  especially  the  Departments  of 
State,  Defense,  and  Energy  also  play  a 
role  in  policymaking  and  execution. 

National  security  controls  are 
intended  to  prevent  or  delay  our  poten- 
tial adversaries  from  obtaining  goods 


and  technologies  from  the  advanced  in- 
dustrial states  and  utilizing  them  for 
strategic  or  military  purposes.  Several 
friendly  countries,  the  NATO  allies 
(excluding  Iceland)  plus  Japan,  have 
worked  together  since  1949  in  control- 
ling such  trade  in  an  informal  multi- 
lateral grouping  known  as  the 
Coordinating  Committee  on  Multilateral 
Strategic  Export  Controls,  or  COCOM, 
which  meets  in  Paris.  That  committee 
establishes  the  lists  of  goods  and  tech- 
nologies subject  to  control:  lists  dealing 
with  specific  weapons  and  implements 
of  war,  with  nuclear  materials  and 
equipment,  and  with  so-called  dual-use, 
or  general  industrial  equipment  and 
technologies  that  have  military  signifi- 
cance. The  committee  seeks  to  keep 
those  lists  up-to-date,  works  out  pro- 
cedures for  compliance  with  the  con- 
trols, and  reviews  requests  from 
members  for  exceptions  to  the  em- 
bargo. Each  member  country  applies 
the  controls  through  its  own  domestic 
legislation,  regulations,  or  procedures. 

Committee  proceedings  are  confi- 
dential and  decisions  are  by  unanimous 
agreement.  In  addition,  a  number  of 
neutral  and  nonaligned  countries  coop- 
erate in  varying  degrees  with  the 
COCOM  system,  in  their  own  political, 
security,  and  commercial  interests. 

Contrary  to  the  assertions  of  some, 
it  is  not  our  policy  to  wage  economic 
warfare  against  the  U.S.S.R.  and  its 
allies.  There  was  a  time,  at  the  height 
of  the  cold  war  and  during  the  Chinese 
intervention  in  the  Korean  conflict, 
when  our  export  controls  were  quite 
extensive.  These  constituted  a  broad 
instrument  that  included  financial  and 
shipping  limitations,  and  were  intended 
to  have  a  generalized  adverse  impact  on 
the  economies  of  the  Soviet  Union  and 
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its  allies.  The  controls  then  sought  to 
embargo  a  wide  variety  of  basic  indus- 
trial raw  materials,  machinery,  fuels, 
lubricants,  and  the  equipment  to  pro- 
duce and  process  them,  in  addition  to 
the  more  understandable  munitions  and 
nuclear-related  controls  that  were  part 
of  the  package. 

Changes  in  the  Controls 

Over  the  years,  reflecting  the  ups  and 
downs  of  East- West  political  rela- 
tionships, there  have  been  many 
changes  in  the  types  and  levels  of  con- 
trols. Compared  with  the  Korean  war 
period,  there  has  been  a  sharp  reduc- 
tion in  the  extent  of  coverage  of  the 
strategic  controls.  They  now  focus  more 
specifically  on  the  critical  components 
and  technologies  of  modern  warfare, 
which  we  believe  give  us  a  qualitative 
edge  over  potential  adversaries. 

The  change  has  been  attributable: 

•  First,  to  a  realization  that  the 
United  States  could  not  "go  it  alone," 
that  such  controls  could  not  be  effective 
without  the  cooperation  of  the  major 
industrial  nations  of  the  West;  and 

•  Second,  to  a  recognition  that 
with  incremental  improvements  in  the 
overall  East-West  relationship,  the 
growth  of  West  European  economic  in- 
fluence and  the  desire  of  those  coun- 
tries to  expand  export  markets,  our 
allies  in  the  COCOM  multilateral  con- 
trol system  were  not  prepared  to  coop- 
erate in  any  but  a  strictly  justified  and 
more  narrowly  defined  embargo  list. 

Compared  with  the  1950s,  and 
1960s,  the  character  of  the  embargo 
changed,  as  well.  High-tech  devices  and 
technology  are  less  and  less  the  product 
of  military-related  research,  or  spin-offs 
of  Defense  Department  laboratories  or 
projects.  The  process  has  been  re- 
versed. Now,  much  of  the  new  tech- 
nology and  materials  on  the  control 
lists  come  from  research  and  develop- 
ment funded  by  industry,  in  expectation 
of  profitable  sale  and  application  in  the 
commercial  world.  We  sometimes  find 
only  later  that  this  technology  has 
weapons  or  other  defense  applications. 
These  are  the  so-called  dual-use  items, 
which  have  major  civil  uses,  but  also 
important  strategic  applications  that  we 
would  not  want  the  Soviets  to  use 
against  us. 

I  know  there  are  those  among  you 
who  are  keenly  interested  in  the  pros- 
pects for  relaxation  in  the  controls  on 
some  of  the  equipment  and  technology 
utilized  for  seismic  exploration  for  oil 


and  gas.  I  am  sure  many  of  you  know 
that  much  of  the  sophisticated  equip- 
ment used  in  seismic  work  has  signifi- 
cant strategic  applications  in  antisub- 
marine warfare,  nuclear  research,  and 
weapons  development  and  design. 
High-capacity,  high-speed  computers 
used  in  seismic  work  are  subject  to 
strict  export  controls  to  all  destinations 
outside  the  United  States. 

Last  week  a  member  of  my  staff 
met  with  export  control  officials  of  the 
Commerce  and  Defense  Departments 
and  members  of  the  International  Asso- 
ciation of  Geophysical  Equipment  Man- 
ufacturers. The  industry  represent- 
atives gave  a  clear  and  convincing  pres- 
entation of  the  problems  these  controls 
had  for  their  business.  They  stressed 
their  willingness  to  try  to  work  out  ar- 
rangements that  might  permit  addi- 
tional exports  to  the  U.S.S.R., 
Hungary,  and  China  but  with  safe- 
guards against  unfriendly  use  of  the 
equipment.  We  may  be  successful  in 
reaching  some  reasonable  accommoda- 
tion, or  we  may  not,  but  I  cite  this  case 
to  underscore  the  high  level  of  shared 
effort  by  industry  and  government  in 
the  export  control  area  to  mesh  our 
national  security  and  export  promotion 
objectives  wherever  possible. 

Foreign  Policy  Controls 

In  addition  to  the  multilateral  re- 
straints exercised  through  COCOM,  the 
United  States  maintains  near  total 
unilateral  embargoes  and  import  re- 
strictions on  trade  and  financial  trans- 
actions with  Cuba,  Vietnam,  North 
Korea,  Nicaragua,  Cambodia,  and  Lib- 
ya. These  controls  have  their  origins  in 
special  circumstances  arising  from  the 
expropriation  of  U.S.  properties  by  the 
Castro  regime,  the  absence  of  nor- 
malization agreements  following  the 
Korean  and  Vietnamese  conflicts,  and 
the  state  terrorism  of  the  Qadhafi  re- 
gime. In  addition,  we  also  exercise  con- 
trols for  other  policy  reasons,  such  as 
against  South  Africa  because  of  its 
apartheid  policies. 

As  many  of  you  know,  the  United 
States  has  also  applied  similar  foreign 
policy  export  controls  against  the 
U.S.S.R.  as  an  expression  of  political 
condemnation  of  Soviet  human  rights 
violations  or — as  noted  above — for  stra- 
tegic control  purposes.  One  such  in- 
stance was  the  effort  to  prevent  the 
development  of  high-capacity  gas  pipe- 
lines from  Soviet  western  Siberia  to  the 
border  between  the  Warsaw  Pact  and 
NATO  members.  These  controls  met 


fierce  resistance  from  our  NATO  allies, 
who  were  adamantly  opposed  to  what 
they  saw  as  the  extraterritorial  applica- 
tion of  U.S.  controls  on  firms  in  those 
countries  even  though  these  firms  were 
subsidiaries  of  American  companies. 
Other  limitations  on  oil  and  gas  explo- 
ration equipment  and  technologies  were 
applied  in  reaction  to  increased  Soviet 
violations  of  human  rights,  to  the  im- 
position of  martial  law  in  Poland,  and 
as  a  reaction  to  the  Soviet  invasion  of 
Afghanistan. 

Under  the  Export  Administration 
Act,  foreign  policy  export  controls  are 
subject  to  annual  review  and  renewal  in 
order  to  ensure  that  they  remain  neces- 
sary, effective,  and  in  the  national  in- 
terest. The  controls  on  oil  and  gas 
transmission  equipment  lapsed  in  1983 
because  they  no  longer  met  these  crite- 
ria, and  the  remaining  controls  on  ex- 
port of  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  pro- 
duction equipment  (including  equip- 
ment and  technology  to  manufacture 
such  equipment)  lapsed  on  January  20, 
1987.  As  I  mentioned  earlier,  however, 
some  equipment  and  technology  are 
still  controlled  by  national  security  reg- 
ulations because  of  their  potential  for 
strategic  applications. 

Controls  in  a  Global  Context 

Fundamental  to  understanding  U.S. 
economic  policy  toward  the  Soviet 
Union  is  a  recognition  that  it  is  but  one 
component  of  our  bilateral  relationship 
and  our  global  stance.  That  is  the  ap- 
proach of  the  present  Administration, 
and  it  is  well  founded  in  history.  The 
promotion  of  U.S. -Soviet  economic  rela- 
tions in  the  early  1970s  outpaced  other 
areas  of  the  relationship.  This  resulted 
in  feelings  of  frustration  and  failure. 
Both  countries  should  seek  to  avoid  re- 
peating that  experience. 

Today,  the  relationship  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  re- 
mains competitive  and  adversarial.  So 
long  as  the  adversarial  dimension  re- 
mains in  Soviet  relations  with  the 
United  States,  Western  Europe,  Japan, 
and  much  of  the  rest  of  the  world,  re- 
strictions on  strategic  trade  will  remain 
in  force. 

Changed  economic  realities  here  in 
the  United  States,  the  massive  adverse 
trade  balance,  unemployment  and  over- 
capacity in  many  domestic  industries, 
and  an  awareness  that  the  United 
States  does  not  have  the  same  relative 
size  that  it  once  had  in  the  world  econ- 
omy, have  made  the  American  business 
community,  the  Congress,  and  the  Ad- 
ministration much  more  sensitive  to  our 
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need  to  be  competitive  in  world  mar- 
kets. We  are  all  looking  for  ways  to 
increase  that  competitiveness. 

One  area  being  addressed  is  the 
impact  our  security  trade  controls  have 
on  our  trade  with  noncommunist  cus- 
tomers, particularly  the  delays  inherent 
in  the  need  to  ensure  that  exports  of 
sensitive  materials  are  not  diverted  or 
illegally  reexported  to  proscribed  desti- 
nations. The  January  1987  report  of  the 
National  Academy  of  Sciences,  Balanc- 
ing the  National  Interest:  U.S.  Na- 
tional Security  Export  Controls  and 
Global  Economic  Competition,  con- 
tends that  U.S.  components  may  be  de- 
signed out  of  foreign  high-tech  products 
because  of  the  difficulty  of  securing 
timely  U.S.  Government  reexport  ap- 
proval. If  this  is  a  widely  shared  view, 
we  hope  to  be  able  to  deal  with  it  con- 
structively in  the  near  future. 

Many  of  the  Export  Administration 
Act  amendments  passed  by  the  Con- 
gress in  the  trade  act  last  summer 
address  these  issues.  Staffing  and  pro- 
cedural improvements  in  the  Bureau  of 
Export  Administration  at  Commerce, 
and  in  the  Office  of  Munitions  Control 
at  State,  continue  to  cut  down  the  proc- 
essing time  for  license  applications.  In 
addition,  for  the  first  time  in  many 
years,  there  appears  to  be  concerted 
interest  in  our  industrial  and  commer- 
cial circles  for  reductions  in  the  U.S. 
and  COCOM  control  lists,  particularly 
with  regard  to  those  few  items  where 
export  restrictions  on  the  commodity 
control  list  or  the  U.S.  munitions  list 
are  broader  or  more  severe  than  on  the 
multilaterally  agreed  COCOM  list. 

Opinions  sometimes  differ  among 
the  various  interested  agencies  of  our 
government  about  the  precise  formula- 
tion of  the  control  lists,  and  about  par- 
ticular control  measures  required.  It  is 
part  of  my  job  to  promote  a  reasonable 
consensus  among  these  agencies.  Nev- 
ertheless, I  believe  there  is  no  dis- 
agreement about  the  broad  lines  of  our 
security  export  control  policy.  I  feel 
confident,  moreover,  that  the  continua- 
tion of  our  program  is  not  a  partisan 
political  issue  and  that  future  admin- 
istrations will  continue  to  give  the  pro- 
gram the  priority  it  traditionally  has 
carried. 

Only  fundamental  and  sustained 
changes  in  Soviet  national  security  and 
foreign  policies  could  lead  to  the  basis 
of  trust  needed  to  diminish  significantly 
these  restrictions.  We  would  welcome 
such  changes,  and  we  remain  alert  to 
identify  them.  What  we  face  now,  how- 
ever, is  a  Soviet  Union  where  the  de- 
fense budget  continues  to  increase  and 


formidable  military  deployments  remain 
in  an  offensive  posture.  Illicit  Soviet 
efforts  to  obtain  foreign  strategic  tech- 
nology are  undiminished:  The  Toshiba/ 
Kongsberg  case,  which  has  had  its 
share  of  media  coverage  and  congres- 
sional attention  over  the  past  year,  is 
but  one  example. 

The  Soviet  Union  maintains  a 
military-industrial  complex  far  in  ex- 
cess of  legitimate  defense  needs.  They 
are  the  largest  manufacturers  of  weap- 
ons in  the  world.  They  deploy  enormous 
firepower  throughout  Asia  and  Europe. 

How  do  we  deal  with  this  situa- 
tion? Our  own  military  deterrent  and 
arms  reduction  agreements  with 
Moscow  are  important  components  of 
our  policy.  But  our  superiority  in  tech- 
nology is  essential  to  our  continuing 
success.  To  the  extent  that  such  things 
may  be  calculated,  we  may  have  a  10- 
year  lead  over  the  Soviets  in  tech- 
nology. We  may  be  even  further  ahead 
in  computers,  telecommunications,  and 
command  and  control  mechanisms. 

If  we  ever  lose  that  lead  we  would 
be  in  serious  trouble.  We  must  bear  in 
mind  that  a  publicly  proclaimed  goal  of 
perestroika  is  to  improve  the  Soviet 
Union's  technological  capabilities.  Tra- 
ditionally, the  Soviet  Union  does  not 
create  significant  new  technology  but 
rather  imports  it  from  the  West — either 
by  legitimate  purchase  or  by  stealing 
it. 

In  October  1988  we  may  judge  that 
there  has  been  substantial  improvement 
in  U.S. -Soviet  relations  over  the  last  3 
years  in  the  areas  of  human  rights,  re- 
gional issues,  arms  reduction,  and  bilat- 
eral matters.  This  improvement  is 
understandably  leading  to  renewed  in- 
terest in  a  higher  level  of  economic 
interchange. 

At  both  the  Washington  and 
Moscow  summits,  President  Reagan 
and  General  Secretary  Gorbachev  ex- 
pressed their  "strong  support  for  the 
expansion  of  mutually  beneficial  trade 
and  economic  relations."  This  past 
April  in  Moscow  the  Joint  U.S. -Soviet 
Commercial  Commission  (JCC)  held  its 
10th  meeting,  with  specific  instructions 
from  the  Washington  summit  to  develop 
concrete  steps  to  facilitate  such  an  ex- 
pansion. These  are  significant  ex- 
pressions by  the  leadership  of  the  two 
governments  and  are  taken  very  seri- 
ously in  the  two  countries.  In  April  the 
Joint  U.S. -Soviet  Commercial  Commis- 
sion agreed  on  the  following  actions: 

•  To  establish  a  joint  legal  seminar 
to  examine  the  changes  needed  in  com- 
mercial law  to  facilitate  business; 

•  To  set  up  working  groups  on  five 
key  economic  sectors,  where  further  co- 


operation looks  promising  and  strategic 
considerations  are  manageable  (food 
processing,  oil  and  gas  equipment, 
housing,  medical  equipment,  construc- 
tion); and, 

•  To  allow  the  U.S.  Commercial  Of- 
fice in  Moscow  to  publish  a  newletter 
advertising  American  products  for  dis- 
tribution to  Soviet  trade  organizations 
and  enterprises. 

No  time  has  been  wasted  in  building  on 
these  agreements.  The  legal  seminar — 
including  general  counsels  from  For- 
tune 500  firms  and  the  relevant  gov- 
ernment agencies — took  place  in  Sep- 
tember 1988  in  Moscow,  as  did  the  first 
of  the  working  group  meetings. 

Future  Expectations  and  Constraints 

All  of  these  steps  have  been  taken  in 
the  current  context  of  improved  U.S.- 
Soviet relations.  They  represent,  on  the 
American  as  on  the  Soviet  side,  the  de- 
velopment of  policies  in  response  to 
new  opportunities.  But  limits  remain  on 
the  development  of  future  economic  co- 
operation. As  we  see  it,  these  limits 
are  found  in  three  broad  categories  of 
constraints. 

The  first  relates  to  strategic  trade, 
with  which  I  have  already  dealt  in  some 
detail.  Needless  to  say,  so  long  as  the 
adversarial  dimension  remains  in  U.S.- 
Soviet relations,  restrictions  on  strate- 
gic trade  necessarily  will  stay  in  place. 

Despite  these  factors,  there  is,  in 
principle,  ample  scope  for  more  peace- 
ful trade.  If  Mr.  Gorbachev  pursues  im- 
port and  joint  venture  opportunities 
designed  to  improve  the  standard  of  liv- 
ing and  quality  of  life  of  the  long  suffer- 
ing average  Soviet  citizen,  there  are 
many  areas  where  we  can  cooperate 
with  minimum  strategic  technology  pol- 
icy problems.  Medical  technology,  con- 
sumer products,  and  the  food  sector  are 
just  a  few  examples  that  come  to  mind. 

A  second,  systemic,  constraint 
comes  into  play,  however:  There  are 
obstacles,  inherent  in  the  Soviet  sys- 
tem, to  conducting  profitable  business 
in  the  Soviet  Union.  There  is  the  rela- 
tive paucity  of  economically  attractive 
Soviet  exports,  the  nonconvertibility  of 
the  ruble,  and  the  apparent  Soviet  re- 
quirements that  the  Western  joint  ven- 
ture partner  be  primarily  responsible 
for  generating  enough  convertible  fund- 
ing to  carry  the  partnership.  These  and 
other  aspects  of  the  Soviet  economy  all 
have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  attrac- 
tiveness of  such  arrangements  for  inter- 
ested American  firms. 
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The  third  set  of  constraints  con- 
cerns nonstrategic  trade.  In  this  area 
substantial  trade  gains  could  be  possi- 
ble if  there  are  major  and  enduring 
improvements  in  Soviet  practices  in 
regard  to  human  rights  and  emigration. 
We  cannot  overlook  the  Jackson- Vanik 
amendment,  which  stipulates  that 
most-favored-nation  (MFN)  tariff  treat- 
ment may  not  be  granted  to  any  coun- 
try which  restricts  emigration. 

Conclusion 

The  thought  that  I  wish  to  leave  with 
you  is  that  the  authority  to  bring  about 
the  required  changes  lies  in  Moscow, 
not  in  Washington,  Tokyo,  or  in  West- 
ern Europe  at  COCOM  meetings. 
Meaningful  Soviet  actions — not  words — 
to  address  human  rights  concerns  and 
to  lift  the  obstacles  to  emigration  could 
produce  the  necessary  consensus  in  the 
American  public,  the  Congress,  and  the 
executive  branch  needed  for  granting 
MFN  treatment  in  the  context  of 
Jackson- Vanik.  Recent  developments  in 
Soviet  emigration  policies — the  increase 
in  those  permitted  to  leave — have  been 
encouraging.  But  far  more  remains  to 
be  done. 

This  link  between  the  Soviet  mili- 
tary posture,  illicit  technology  acquisi- 
tion, human  rights,  and  trade  is  not  the 
exclusive  preoccupation  of  the  executive 
branch  or  the  object  of  only  sporadic 
attention  by  the  Congress.  On  the  con- 
trary, it  is  an  enduring  feature  of  U.S. 
cooperation  with  its  allies  when  dealing 
with  the  Soviet  Union  because  it  re- 
flects the  longstanding  attitudes  of  the 
American  people.  We  await  increased 
Soviet  efforts  to  address  these  con- 
cerns. If  such  efforts  bear  fruit,  I  do 
not  believe  the  American  people  and 
their  elected  representatives  will  be 
laggard  in  making  the  appropriate  ad- 
justments in  our  trade  policies. 

Perhaps  it  is  a  Russian  proverb 
that  says,  "When  your  feet  are  cold, 
put  on  a  hat."  The  way  for  Moscow  to 
promote  U.S. -Soviet  economic  relations 
is  to  accelerate  progress  on  the  other 
elements  in  our  relationship  that  I  have 
briefly  touched  on. 

Secretary  of  Defense  Carlucci  re- 
cently wrote  about  "the  realism  that 
must  accompany  the  hope  that  the  fu- 
ture will  see  a  less  threatening  Soviet 
Union."  The  Soviet  Union  is  exploring 
many  new  positive  ways  of  dealing  with 
its  internal  problems.  If  Moscow  should 
become  equally  creative  in  its  dealings 
with  the  United  States  and  the  rest  of 
the  world,  U.S. -Soviet  trade  is  but  one 
area  that  would  prosper.  ■ 


The  European  Community's 
Program  for  a  Single  Market 
in  1992 


Since  its  origins  in  the  1950s,  the  Euro- 
pean Community  (EC)  has  moved  con- 
tinually toward  greater  economic 
integration.  However,  each  EC  state 
has  maintained  many  of  its  own  indus- 
trial standards,  taxes,  and  other  fea- 
tures of  national  economic  sovereignty 
that  have  complicated  the  free  move- 
ment of  goods  and  services  within  the 
Community.  Now,  in  an  environment  of 
increased  economic  interdependence, 
the  12  member  countries  [Federal 
Republic  of  Germany,  France,  Italy, 
Netherlands,  Belgium,  Luxembourg, 
United  Kingdom,  Ireland,  Denmark, 
Greece,  Spain,  and  Portugal]  are  work- 
ing to  remove  barriers  to  the  movement 
of  goods,  services,  capital,  and  labor.  If 
all  goes  as  planned,  the  European  Com- 
munity essentially  will  become  a  single 
market  of  more  than  320  million  con- 
sumers by  January  1,  1993. 

The  proposed  EC  single  market 
would  have  many  features  in  common 
with  the  50  American  States,  which 
benefit  from  the  efficiencies  generated 
by  the  free  flow  of  economic  and  human 
resources.  Politically,  greater  economic 


integration  would  bind  Europe  closer 
together,  a  primary  goal  of  the  Commu- 
nity's founders.  A  single  market  also 
would  enhance  the  influence  of  the  EC 
institutions  in  relation  to  individual  Eu- 
ropean governments.  Nonetheless,  the 
EC's  political  power  would  continue  to 
be  substantially  less  than  that  of  the 
U.S.  Federal  Government. 

Studies  indicate  that  full  implemen- 
tation of  the  program  would  bring 
wide-ranging,  advantageous  structural 
adjustment  in  Europe,  as  well  as  gains 
in  gross  domestic  product.  Specific  ben- 
efits are  expected  from: 

•  Supply-side  effects — the  direct 
cost  savings  from  the  removal  of  border 
barriers; 

•  Economies  of  scale  in  production 
for  a  larger  market; 

•  Increased  competition; 

•  Greater  expenditure  on  research 
and  development;  and 

•  Demand  side  effects — lower 
prices,  greater  variety  of  products  to 
stimulate  consumer  demand,  and  lower 
budgetary  expenditures  on  government 
regulations. 
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The  EC's  single  market  program 
significantly  will  affect  U.S.  business 
through  new  product  standards,  new 
laws  and  business  regulations,  stronger 
growth,  and  stiffer  competition.  Our 
mutual  economic  interests  are  huge:  in 
1987,  U.S.-EC  trade  totaled  $145  bil- 
lion. Direct  investment  in  each  other's 
markets  is  estimated  at  $280  billion, 
and  portfolio  investment  is  even  higher. 
American  businesses  should  be  prepar- 
ing now  to  deal  with  a  more  integrated 
and  stronger  European  Community. 

U.S.  support  for  European  integra- 
tion remains  a  cornerstone  of  our 
foreign  policy.  An  open  and  vibrant  Eu- 
rope reinforces  the  common  bond  of  de- 
mocracy, strengthens  the  Atlantic 
alliance,  and  can  be  a  powerful  engine 
for  economic  growth.  Some  aspects  of 
various  proposals  under  discussion, 
however,  have  the  potential  to  harm 
U.S.  interests  and  move  the  world  away 
from  a  multilateral  trading  system.  In- 
creased competition  from  within  the 
EC  could  lead  European  businesses  to 
seek  more  protection  from  outside. 
Senior  EC  officials  have  stated  repeat- 
edly that  the  program,  as  envisioned, 
will  not  result  in  an  economic  monolith 
but,  rather,  will  generate  dynamic  com- 
petition. Nevertheless,  as  the  single 
market  evolves,  the  U.S.  Government 
continues  to  consult  with  the  EC  and 
will  take  appropriate  steps  to  prevent 
establishment  of  new  barriers  to  for- 
eign trade  and  investment.  In  addition, 
the  U.S.  Government  is  working  with 
businesses  and  other  interested  groups 
to  identify  problems  and  opportunities 
that  might  arise  in  the  new  EC  pro- 
posals and  laws.  Finally,  we  hope  that 
the  EC  uses  the  program  to  promote 
increasingly  open  policies  by  eliminat- 
ing remaining  trade  barriers  such  as 
quotas  and  restrictive  standards.  We 
believe  the  EC  owes  it  to  the  world  to 
be  a  champion  of  free  trade. 

The  Single  Market  Program 
and  Beyond 

The  basis  for  the  single  market  pro- 
gram is  contained  in  a  1985  White  Pa- 
per by  the  European  Commission  which 
identified  300  directives  (since  reduced 
to  285)  needed  to  remove  physical, 
technical,  and  fiscal  barriers  among 
member  states.  The  EC  also  has 
pledged  to  strengthen  Community  law 
to  achieve  and  enforce  an  integrated 
market.  The  program  received  an 
important  boost  in  1987  with  the  entry 


into  force  of  the  Single  European  Act, 
which  provides  for  qualified  majority,1 
rather  than  unanimous,  voting  in  the 
Council  to  adopt  most  legislation.  The 
act  also  set  the  1992  deadline  for  the 
program  and  expanded  the  Parliament's 
legislative  role. 

While  the  bulk  of  the  program 
focuses  on  eliminating  border  controls 
and  harmonizing  standards  for  goods, 
significant  progress  is  being  made  in 
other  areas,  such  as  the  removal  of  bar- 
riers to  free  capital  flows  and  provision 
of  financial  services,  promoting  airline 
competition,  and  the  mutual  recognition 
of  professional  diplomas.  European  in- 
tegration, exceeding  the  confines  of  the 
single  market  program,  will  take  the 
EC  increasingly  into  environmental 
protection,  law  enforcement,  and  eco- 
nomic policy  coordination.  It  also  will 
strengthen  existing  common  energy 
and  transport  policies. 

Creating  a  true  common  market 
will  involve  a  shift  in  policy  and  a  sig- 
nificant transfer  of  authority  from 
member  state  governments  to  the  EC. 
So  far,  members  have  agreed  to  most  of 
the  single  market  program,  partly  be- 
cause the  Commission  has  insisted  on 
an  "all  or  nothing"  approach.  However, 
as  more  difficult  subjects  come  up 
(e.g.,  the  harmonization  of  taxation,  the 
creation  of  a  European  central  bank,  or 
proposals  for  worker  participation  in 
firms),  the  Commission  may  encounter 
more  resistance  from  individual  govern- 
ments. Also,  political  leaders  through- 


out the  Community  have  different  ideas 
about  the  exact  shape  of  a  future  inte- 
grated market  and  the  accompanying 
political  structures. 

In  some  areas,  such  as  tax  harmo- 
nization, in  which  members  are  less 
willing  to  cede  national  sovereignty,  all 
the  elements  of  the  single  market  will 
not  be  completely  in  place  by  the  end  of 
1992.  But  Europe  seems  likely  to  pro- 
ceed significantly  along  its  pragmatic 
approach  to  integration  within  the  next 
4  years,  and  the  momentum  should  add 
impetus  to  the  removal  of  difficult  bar- 
riers. As  of  October  1988,  the  Commis- 
sion has  proposed  204  directives  (laws); 
81  remain  to  be  formulated.  The  EC 
has  adopted  91  directives,  and  they  are 
in  various  stages  of  implementation  by 
member  states.  Lord  Cockfield,  EC 
Vice  President  in  charge  of  the  single 
market  effort,  wants  virtually  all  direc- 
tives to  be  presented  to  the  European 
Parliament  and  the  Council  of  Ministers 
by  December  1988. 

The  present  push  for  integration  is 
driven  by  a  series  of  forces  that  have 
not  been  present  in  earlier  efforts  to 
form  a  single  market.  European  busi- 
nesses have  been  strong  supporters  of 
the  single  market  program  since  they 
realize  that  they  cannot  compete  with 
companies  from  the  United  States, 
Japan,  and  elsewhere  without  a  large 
home  market.  In  anticipation,  Euro- 
pean business  is  reorganizing,  as 
evidenced  by  a  wave  of  mergers,  take- 
overs, and  modernizations.  Citizens  of 


EC  Public  Opinion 


As  the  single  market  program  gains  mo- 
mentum, more  people  in  Europe  have 
focused  on  the  EC's  decisionmaking  proc- 
ess and  have  concluded  that  the  mecha- 
nism is  not  sufficiently  democratic.  The 
EC  Commission,  a  nonelected  body,  iden- 
tifies areas  that  need  work  and  drafts  pro- 
posals for  submission  to  the  Council  and 
to  the  Parliament,  which  is  the  only  di- 
rectly elected  body  in  the  EC.  Despite 
majority  support  for  the  process  of  eco- 
nomic integration,  polls  indicate  three  out 
of  four  EC  citizens  favor  a  referendum  in 
which  the  question  of  European  union 
would  be  decided  by  the  public.  A  major- 
ity favors  giving  the  Parliament  full  leg- 
islative power.  Proponents  of  more 
openness  in  the  EC  use  these  poll  results 
to  demonstrate  a  growing  backlash 
against  the  "democratic  deficit"  of  the 
present  process. 

According  to  an  EC  poll,  interesting 
discrepancies  appear.  The  British  and 


Danish  peoples  are  the  most  reluctant  to 
give  the  Parliament  power  to  enact  laws 
that  would  directly  affect  countries  and 
about  forming  a  European  government  that 
would  answer  to  this  Parliament.  On  the 
other  hand,  almost  70%  of  the  Italian  re- 
spondents would  favor  those  steps.  A  ma- 
jority of  French,  Belgians,  and  Spanish 
also  are  willing  to  see  more  authority 
shifted  to  a  European  government  and  the 
Parliament. 

Each  member  state  has  commissioned 
polls  to  gauge  the  depth  of  national  under- 
standing of  the  single  market  program.  The 
French  get  highest  marks,  showing  almost 
universal  awareness  of  the  program  and  its 
aims.  The  German  and  British  publics  have 
about  50%  awareness,  while  other  coun- 
tries tend  to  be  somewhat  lower.  In 
response,  many  EC  members  have  under- 
taken education  campaigns,  in  part  to  posi- 
tion their  businesses  and  publics  for  the 
more  competitive  environment  after  1992. 
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each  member  state  slowly  are  becoming 
imbued  with  a  spirit  of  "Europeanism." 
European  leaders  are  responding  to  the 
political  appeal  of  a  more  united  Eu- 
rope. Most  importantly,  EC  members 
now  accept  more  readily  the  long-term 
benefits  of  allowing  market  forces  to 
determine  adjustments  to  change  and 
recognize  this  is  easier  with  a  large, 
integrated  market.  As  West  Europeans 
agree  to  common  rules  for  trade,  in- 
vestment, and  travel,  their  monetary 
and  fiscal  policies  also  will  tend  to  con- 
verge further. 

The  1985  White  Paper  underscores 
the  Commission's  obligation  to  take 
whatever  steps  are  necessary  to  ensure 
the  free  movement  of  goods  within  the 
Community.  For  instance,  Article  90  of 
the  1957  Treaty  of  Rome  establishing 
the  European  Economic  Community 
gives  the  European  Commission  the  au- 
thority to  issue  direct  orders  to  mem- 
ber states  (without  EC  Council  or 
Parliament  approval)  to  allow  competi- 
tion in  areas  of  market  monopoly.  Re- 
cently, the  Commission  used  this  tool  to 
open  up  the  market  for  telecommunica- 
tions terminal  equipment. 


Common  Agricultural  Policy 


Instituted  in  1962,  the  common  agricultural 
policy  has  allowed  the  EC  to  become  more 
than  self-sufficient  in  many  agricultural 
commodities  and  has  provided  more  stable 
incomes  to  the  European  farming  popula- 
tion. The  common  agricultural  policy  today, 
however,  consumes  some  70%  of  the  EC 
budget  and — through  its  complicated  net- 
work of  protection,  price  supports,  and  sub- 
sidies— has  created  large  surpluses  of 
many  agricultural  products.  EC  export  sub- 
sidies, used  to  dispose  of  some  of  these 
surpluses,  have  helped  to  create  a  dis- 
torted and  unstable  market  in  agricultural 
commodities.  Over  the  years,  EC  products 
benefiting  from  the  common  agricultural 
policy  have  displaced  some  U.S.  farm 
exports. 

The  single  market  program  will  have 
only  a  small  direct  effect  on  the  common 
agricultural  policy.  The  harmonization  of  ag- 
ricultural health  rules  for  animals  and 
plants  will  reduce  barriers  that  have  kept 
the  EC's  agricultural  markets  somewhat 
segmented.  As  the  Community  eliminates 
border  controls,  it  must  act  on  the  taxes  or 


subsidies  levied  at  the  frontier  on  agri- 
cultural trade.  Further  monetary  harmoniza- 
tion is  likely  to  result  in  the  elimination  of 
the  special  agricultural  exchange  rates 
which  also  have  served  to  protect  markets 
from  intra-EC  competition. 

Another  effect  of  the  single  market  pro- 
gram on  the  common  agricultural  policy  will 
come  as  other  sectors  seek  funds  to  ease 
the  adjustment  brought  about  by  the  pro- 
gram. An  EC  budget  package  adopted  last 
winter,  aimed  at  balancing  the  budget  and 
reducing  growth  in  agricultural  expenditures 
over  the  next  4  years,  resolved  short-term 
budgetary  problems  by  basically  resorting 
to  supply  management  techniques.  While 
the  package  may  reduce  agricultural  over- 
supply  within  the  EC  and  help  limit  new 
pressure  on  international  agricultural  mar- 
kets, it  does  not  contribute  significantly  to 
the  fundamental  reform  needed  to  create  a 
system  where  farmers  produce  in  response 
to  market  signals.  The  global  reform  of  ag- 
ricultural policies  remains  a  U.S.  objective 
and  a  major  task  of  the  current  round  of 
multilateral  trade  negotiations. 


Specific  Sectors 

Industrial  Standards.  Although  each 
EC  state  has  its  own  set  of  industrial 
standards,  the  list  of  product  categories 
covered  by  harmonization  and  mutual 
recognition  is  growing.  The  EC's  new 
approach  will  mandate  minimum  stand- 
ards and  then  require  member  coun- 
tries to  recognize  other  EC  countries' 
standards.  As  an  example,  France  re- 
cently was  forced  to  accept  German 
Edam  cheese  for  sale,  despite  the  fact 
that  the  cheese  did  not  meet  minimum 
French  fat  content.  German  beer  purity 
laws  also  were  found  in  violation  of  the 
"mutual  recognition"  concept. 

Standards  are  a  two-edged  sword. 
On  the  one  hand,  the  elimination  of  12 
separate  standards  and  requirements 
allows  Europe-wide  marketing.  On  the 
other,  new  European  standards  could 
exclude  foreign  products  from  all  EC 
countries.  Clearly,  standards  can  be- 
come barriers  to  trade. 

The  Commission  has  identified  sev- 
eral high  priority  areas  for  harmoniza- 
tion of  standards,  including  motor 
vehicles,  tractors  and  agricultural 
machines,  food  industries,  pharmaceu- 
ticals, chemicals,  and  construction. 
U.S.  multinational  companies  estab- 
lished in  Europe  are  better  able  to 
make  their  voices  heard  in  the  crucial 


area  of  standards  setting  than  are  U.S. 
exporters.  The  United  States  has  been 
consulting  with  the  EC  Commission  to 
achieve  better  access  to  the  process  for 
all  our  firms. 

Government  Contracts.  The  an- 
nual value  of  government  procurement 
in  the  EC  is  estimated  at  about  $550 
billion,  of  which  roughly  20%  is  subject 
to  open  tendering  and  only  2%  awarded 
to  non-national  firms.  The  Commission 
aims  to  substantially  open  EC  procure- 
ment practices  by  the  end  of  1992  and 
to  extend  competition  into  the  telecom- 
munications, water,  energy,  and  trans- 
port sectors.  It  also  has  proposed  to 
improve  the  remedies  open  to  suppliers 
who  believe  that  the  contracting  au- 
thority has  violated  their  Community 
right  to  bid.  An  EC  content  rule  of 
origin  will  be  the  likely  vehicle  used  for 
limiting  third-country  competition.  The 
U.S.  Government  will  continue  to  press 
the  EC  to  open  up  procurement  to  U.S. 
companies,  both  in  bilateral  discussions 
and  in  the  multilateral  trade  negotia- 
tions taking  place  under  the  General 
Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade 
(GATT). 


Financial  Services.  The  major 
thrust  in  banking  is  to  create  a  single 
EC  banking  license  and  to  agree  on 
equivalent  banking  supervision  stand- 
ards. This  would  give  a  bank  incor- 
porated in  any  member  state  the 
automatic  right  to  set  up  branches  and/ 
or  conduct  cross-border  transactions  in 
any  other  member  state,  while  remain- 
ing under  "home  country  control"  for 
legal  and  regulatory  purposes.  A  Com- 
mission directive  liberalizing  non-life  in- 
surance transactions  finally  received 
Council  approval  in  February  1988. 
Efforts  to  reduce  restrictions  in  life  in- 
surance are  scheduled  to  follow.  The 
Commission  also  intends  to  facilitate 
Community-wide  trading  for  stocks  and 
bonds,  including  electronic  linkages  be- 
tween West  European  stock  markets. 

In  parallel  with  the  liberalization 
of  financial  services  is  a  separate  effort 
to  free  the  movement  of  capital  within 
the  Community.  In  November  1986,  the 
Council  liberalized  long-term  flows, 
such  as  loans  and  securities.  In  June 
1988,  EC  Finance  Ministers  decided  to 
remove  all  remaining  barriers  to  short- 
term  capital  movements  within  the 
Community  by  1990  (Spain,  Portugal, 
Greece,  and  Ireland  by  1992).  EC  mem- 
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bers  also  are  discussing  the  possibility 
of  a  European  Central  Bank  and  a  sin- 
gle currency.  It  is  unlikely  that  any 
form  of  unified  EC  banking  authority 
could  be  achieved  without  first  extend- 
ing the  European  monetary  system 
to  include  all  the  EC  currencies  and 
strengthening  the  European  currency 
unit. 

Transportation.  A  series  of  EC 
domestic  air  transport  liberalization 
measures  took  effect  in  January  1988. 
Designed  to  increase  competition,  the 
package  contains  three  major  elements: 
measures  allowing  airlines  to  reduce 
fares  on  intra-EC  routes,  increased  ac- 
cess to  certain  routes  through  "multiple 
designation"  measures,  and  greater 
flexibility  in  passenger-sharing  ar- 
rangements. Block  exemptions  from 
these  rules  are  allowed  for  certain 
kinds  of  agreements,  such  as  those  for 
computer  reservation  systems.  This 
package  is  regarded  as  a  first  step  and 
is  valid  for  30  months,  with  a  commit- 
ment to  revise  the  measures  subse- 
quently. Maritime  transport  legislation 
took  effect  in  July  1987,  with  major 
changes  to  be  phased  in  through  the 
end  of  1992.  Key  features  are  the  reduc- 
tion of  cargo-sharing  arrangements, 
measures  to  address  unfair  pricing  by 
third-country  carriers,  and  common  ac- 
tion against  third-country  offenders. 
Road  transport  measures  are  farther 
advanced,  with  a  single  customs  docu- 
ment for  truckers  and  agreement  on 
deregulated  competition. 

New  Technologies  and  Services. 
Four  areas  are  covered:  television 
broadcasting,  information  services,  pay- 
ment cards,  and  electronic  payment.  A 
"Television  Without  Frontiers"  directive 
regarding  TV  broadcasting  was  pro- 
posed in  1986,  significantly  including  a 
"European  content"  rule.  The  Commis- 
sion also  has  proposed  a  decision  to 
encourage  the  development  of  the  infor- 
mation services  market,  such  as  better 
use  of  data  bases. 

Telecommunications.  Although 
not  covered  expressly  in  the  single  mar- 
ket program,  the  EC  is  making  slow 
but  steady  progress  toward  liberaliza- 
tion in  this  sector.  Recently,  the  Com- 
mission ordered  member  states  to  open 
up  competition  in  telephone  and  other 
user  equipment.  Further  directives  are 
promised  on  services,  compatibility  of 
standards,  and  government  procure- 
ment of  telecommunications  equipment. 

Social  Programs.  Significant  by  its 
absence  from  the  EC's  1985  White  Pa- 
per was  any  mention  of  social  issues, 


The  European  Community  and  the  United  States, 

1987 

U.S.  Exports 

U.S.  Imports 

Per  Capita                    to  EC 

from  EC 

Population                    GNP                         GNP                        (f.a.s. 

(c.i.f. 

(million)                     ($  billion)                        ($)                         $  billion) 

$  billion) 

EC 

323.62                  4,120.2              12,732                  60.6 

84.9 

Belgium- 

10.27                     144.7              14,090                    6.2 

4.4 

Luxembourg 

Denmark 

5.12                       97.5              19,041                     0.9 

1.9 

France 

55.61                     846.9              15,229                    7.9 

11.2 

Germany 

60.99                  1,129.9              18,526                   11.7 

28.0 

Greece 

10.01                        45.9                4,584                    0.4 

0.5 

Ireland 

3.56                       25.6                7,180                     1.8 

1.2 

Italy 

57.36                     632.1               11,021                     5.5 

11.7 

Netherlands 

14.64                     213.5              14,581                     8.2 

4.2 

Portugal 

10.35                       33.4                3,229                    0.6 

0.7 

Spain 

38.84                     284.0                7,312                    3.1 

3.1 

United  Kingdom 

56.87                     666.7              11,723                   14.1 

18.0 

United  States 

243.77                 4,526.7              18,659 

Source:  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce 

such  as  workers'  rights,  health  and 
safety  in  the  workplace,  unemployment, 
and  training.  The  Commission  has  rem- 
edied that  by  recently  proposing  80 
steps  addressing  social  concerns.  Chief 
among  them  are  provisions  to  allow 
workers  to  participate  in  some  corpo- 
rate decisionmaking  and  a  standard  la- 
bor contract.  The  Commission  has  said 
that  these  proposals  would  not  be  ap- 
plied to  EC  companies  in  non-EC  coun- 
tries (unlike  a  highly  controversial 
earlier  proposal).  European  trade 
unions  have  welcomed  this  package; 
previously  they  complained  that  the 
single  market  was  a  program  designed 
only  for  business.  Labor  is  an  impor- 
tant sector  for  the  EC  to  "win  over." 
There  does  appear,  however,  to  be  sub- 
stantial early  opposition  from  some 
countries  to  the  broad  scope  of  some 
of  these  social  proposals. 

EC  Business  Law.  Proposals  in 
this  area  will  primarily  affect  EC  sub- 
sidiaries of  U.S.  firms  located  in  the 
EC  rather  than  U.S.  exporters.  The 
impact  on  these  subsidiaries  essentially 
will  be  the  same  as  on  EC  firms.  The 
Commission  wants  to  create  an  environ- 
ment that  allows  companies  from  dif- 
ferent member  states  to  be  able  to 
cooperate  more  effectively.  In  promot- 
ing this  goal,  the  Commission  intends 
to  harmonize  the  rules  that  apply  to 
how  firms  operate.  On  the  important 
issue  of  intellectual  property  rights, 
trademark  and  copyright  regulations 
eventually  will  be  harmonized.  The  EC 


will  continue  to  examine  and  rule  on 
mergers  and  acquisitions.  In  general,  it 
hopes  to  use  company  law  to  promote 
economic  and  technical  progress  within 
the  framework  of  a  single  market. 

Health  Standards  in  Agricultural 
Shipments.  Border  authorities  gener- 
ally apply  their  own  national  laws  in 
regulating  shipments  of  plant  and  meat 
products.  The  single  market  would 
allow  free  circulation  of  agricultural 
goods.  Health  standards  would  be  en- 
forced in  the  originating  country  for 
shipments  within  the  EC  and  the  point 
of  first  entry  into  the  Community  for 
imports  from  non-EC  countries.  Prog- 
ress has  been  slow,  however,  in  adopt- 
ing Commission  initiatives  to  harmonize 
regulations. 

This  could  spark  a  number  of  trade 
frictions  with  the  United  States  be- 
cause of  the  importance  of  the  Euro- 
pean market  for  U.S.  farm  exports. 
U.S.  agricultural  exporters  are  con- 
cerned that  EC  health  directives  and 
regulations  could  be  used  to  protect 
European  products.  In  particular,  they 
are  watching  to  see  the  directives  on 
pesticides  and  allowable  pesticide  resi- 
dues on  products.  Two  measures  in  the 
animal  health  field  (meat  inspection  re- 
quirements and  a  ban  on  certain  hor- 
mones) already  have  created  trade 
problems  for  U.S.  exporters.  While  the 
first  issue  has  been  resolved,  the  latter 
will  induce  U.S.  retaliation  if  it  be- 
comes fully  effective  in  its  current  form 
on  January  1,  1989.  The  United  States 
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will  continue  to  monitor  EC  agri- 
cultural directives  and  take  appropriate 
steps  to  ensure  that  U.S.  farm  export- 
ers do  not  become  victims  of  discrimi- 
natory policies. 

Taxes.  The  EC  proposes  reducing 
variations  in  indirect  tax  rates  so  that 
border  controls  no  longer  will  be  neces- 
sary to  adjust  indirect  taxes  as  goods 
cross  frontiers.  It  would  establish  a 
limited  range  for  the  value  added  tax  in 
all  member  states.  The  proposal  faces 
significant  resistance  because  of  the 
wide  variety  of  value  added  tax  rates 
and  differences  in  the  products  covered. 
Corporate  taxation  also  is  a  controver- 
sial issue.  Agreement  on  taxes  requires 
a  unanimous  vote  of  the  Council. 

Energy.  Creation  of  an  internal  en- 
ergy market  long  has  been  a  goal  of  the 
EC.  Issues  include  the  sale  of  elec- 
tricity across  borders  and  directly  to 
companies,  common  carrier  gas  and  oil 
pipelines,  tax  harmonization,  environ- 
mental protection,  and  security  of  en- 
ergy supplies.  There  has  been  little 
progress  so  far,  although  the  European 
Atomic  Energy  Agency  has  responsi- 
bility in  the  nuclear  energy  field  for 
safety  and  environmental  standards  and 
fuel  supplies. 

Reciprocity 

The  EC  Commission  has  proposed  re- 
quiring "reciprocity"  from  third  coun- 
tries before  granting  new  rights  in  the 
single  market,  especially  in  areas,  such 
as  services,  not  governed  currently  by 
international  trading  rules  in  the  GATT 
and  the  Organization  for  Economic  Co- 
operation and  Development.  The 
Commission — still  in  the  process  of  for- 
mulating policy  on  the  implications  of 
the  single  market  program  for  non-EC 
members — has  yet  to  define  reciprocity. 
Some  in  the  Community  want  to  use 
the  benefits  of  the  program  as  negotiat- 
ing leverage  to  open  up  foreign  markets 
and  to  reach  multilateral  agreements 
favorable  to  the  EC  in  areas  not  cov- 
ered by  the  GATT.  Others  want  to  use 
reciprocity  to  protect  EC  firms  from 
foreign  competition.  EC  officials  have 
suggested  a  number  of  possible  stand- 
ards for  judging  reciprocity,  including 
national  treatment,  identical  regula- 
tions, or  a  cross-sectoral  balance  of 
concessions. 

National  Treatment.  The  United 
States  accords  national  treatment  in 
virtually  every  sector  and  believes  that 
national  treatment  should  be  granted 


unconditionally.  However,  the  EC  may 
make  national  treatment  and  the  right 
to  do  business  conditional  on  receiving 
the  same  treatment  for  EC  firms  in  the 
foreign  country. 

Identical  Treatment.  Some  in  the 
EC  want  firms  operating  abroad  to  re- 
ceive the  identical  treatment  and  rights 
that  the  EC  would  extend  to  foreign 
firms.  For  instance,  in  banking  the  EC 
might  seek  an  exemption  from  our 
restrictions  on  bank  activities.  The 
United  States  would  argue  strongly 
that  nations  have  differing  regulatory 
views  on  how  best  to  serve  and  protect 
the  public,  and  U.S.  firms  should  not 
be  excluded  from  other  markets  be- 
cause of  such  differences. 

Overall  Balance  of  Concessions. 

The  EC  could  adopt  some  measure  of 
"overall  reciprocity"  based  on  the  de- 
gree of  market  access  provided  EC 
firms  in  specific  foreign  markets  or  the 
magnitude  of  the  concessions  offered  by 
individual  foreign  countries  in  the  cur- 
rent multilateral  trade  negotiations 
under  the  GATT. 


APPENDICES 

History  of  European  Integration 

The  peaceful  union  of  European  states 
had  been  a  dream  for  centuries,  but  not 
until  the  devastation  of  World  War  II 
was  political  cooperation  perceived  as 
necessary  to  ensure  Europe's  survival. 
National  governments  nevertheless  re- 
mained reluctant  to  cede  any  substan- 
tial authority  to  a  supranational  body. 
In  the  political  sphere,  the  Council  of 
Europe  was  organized  in  1949  by  10  Eu- 
ropean countries,  but  all  decisions  were 
made  by  unanimous  agreement  of  the 
ministers  of  each  member  state,  effec- 
tively weakening  the  Council.  Mili- 
tarily, the  North  Atlantic  Treaty 
Organization,  an  alliance  of  most  West 
European  countries  with  the  United 
States  and  Canada,  was  formed  in  1949. 

On  the  economic  front,  the  Euro- 
pean Coal  and  Steel  Community, 
ratified  by  the  Governments  of  France, 
the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany,  Italy, 
Belgium,  the  Netherlands,  and  Luxem- 
bourg (the  Six),  began  functioning  in 
1952.  It  was  the  first  international  or- 
ganization with  an  integrated  federal 
governing  body.  Attempts  to  create  an 
overarching  supranational  authority  to 
make  political  and  economic  decisions 
in  the  interest  of  the  whole  continent 


were  blocked,  however,  by  the  British 
and  Scandinavians  who  preferred  inter- 
national cooperation  rather  than  formal 
integration. 

In  1957,  the  Six  agreed  to  establish 
the  European  Economic  Community 
(EEC)  and  the  European  Atomic  En- 
ergy Community  (EURATOM).  The 
two  new  organizations  started  operat- 
ing in  January  1958.  The  EEC,  also 
known  as  the  Common  Market,  began 
the  difficult  process  of  eliminating  all 
trade  barriers  among  its  members. 

The  three  communities  were  united 
in  the  European  Communities  (also  re- 
ferred to  as  the  European  Community) 
in  1967.  By  that  year  all  member-to- 
member  tariff  duties  were  completely 
abolished,  and  a  customs  union  of  the 
Six  was  established.  The  customs  union 
has  been  extended  as  new  members 
joined  the  Community. 

The  United  Kingdom  initially  re- 
jected EC  membership  because  of  its 
Commonwealth  ties  and  its  desires  to 
create  a  larger  free  trade  area.  It  and 
six  other  European  countries  conse- 
quently formed  the  European  Free 
Trade  Association,  which  was  designed 
to  boost  nonagricultural  trade  among 
its  members  and  to  provide  a  united 
platform  for  relations  with  the  EC. 

By  the  late  1960s,  the  British  de- 
cided to  join  the  Community.  Although 
a  French  veto  temporarily  blocked  Brit- 
ish membership,  in  1973  the  United 
Kingdom,  along  with  Denmark  and 
Ireland,  was  admitted  into  the  Commu- 
nity, creating  the  EC  Nine.  Greece 
joined  the  Community  in  1981.  The 
most  recent  expansion  occurred  with 
the  addition  of  Spain  and  Portugal 
in  1986,  resulting  in  the  current  EC 
Twelve. 

Institutions 

The  major  EC  institutions  are  the 
Commission,  the  Council  of  Ministers, 
the  European  Parliament,  and  the 
Court  of  Justice. 

The  Commission.  The  Commis- 
sion, headquartered  in  Brussels,  is 
comprised  of  17  commissioners  ap- 
pointed by  their  national  governments. 
(France,  West  Germany,  the  United 
Kingdom,  Italy,  and  Spain  each  appoint 
two.)  Members  of  the  Commission  act 
independently  of  their  governments  and 
represent  the  interests  of  the  Commu- 
nity as  a  whole.  The  Commission's 
major  responsibility  is  to  oversee  the 
implementation  of  the  EC  treaties.  The 
Commission  proposes  EC  policy  to  the 
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Council  of  Ministers  and  steers  its  pro- 
posals through  the  Council  and  the  Par- 
liament. The  Commission  also  prepares 
the  preliminary  draft  of  each  year's  EC 
budget.  The  approved  budget  for  1987 
was  about  $45  billion.  The  budget  is 
financed  by  a  customs  duty,  a  1.4% 
value  added  tax  collected  on  the  goods 
and  services  consumed  in  member 
states,  and  a  percentage  donation  based 
on  member  countries'  gross  national 
product. 

The  Council  of  Ministers.  The 

Council,  which  has  its  secretariat  in 
Brussels,  is  the  body  that  approves  all 
Community  legislation.  The  Council 
does  not  initiate  legislation;  it  can  act 
only  on  proposals  from  the  Commission. 
The  Council  issues  the  draft  EC  budget 
for  approval  by  the  European  Parlia- 
ment. Most  voting  by  the  Council  is 
now  by  weighted  majority,  except  in 
cases  involving  health,  environmental, 
or  taxation  issues,  when  unanimity  is 
required.  Each  country  assumes  the 
Council  presidency  for  a  6-month  term, 
rotating  by  alphabetical  order  of  states. 

The  European  Parliament.  The 

Parliament  is  the  only  EC  institution 
that  directly  represents  the  people  of 
Europe.  The  Parliament  has  gained  a 
greater  role  in  EC  decisionmaking  in 
recent  years.  It  has  significant  power 
over  budgetary  matters  (except  agri- 
cultural spending)  because  it  can  amend 
or  reject  the  budget  and  approves  its 
adoption.  Since  1987,  the  Parliament 
has  had  the  right  to  amend  or  reject 


legislation  approved  by  the  Council, 
which  can  overrule  the  Parliament  only 
by  a  unanimous  vote.  Direct  elections 
to  the  Parliament  have  been  held  since 
1979.  Deputies  are  elected  to  5-year 
terms.  The  518  members  sit  in  eight 
major  transnational  political  groups 
ranging  across  the  political  spectrum. 

The  Court  of  Justice.  The  Court  of 
Justice  has  a  role  similar  to  that  of  the 
U.S.  Supreme  Court.  It  enforces  EC 
treaties,  determines  if  Community  leg- 
islation is  interpreted  and  implemented 
correctly,  and  resolves  conflicts  be- 
tween Community  and  national  laws. 
The  justices  have  played  a  major  role  in 
the  process  of  removing  barriers  to  the 
right  of  business  establishment  and  to 
the  movement  of  goods  and  people. 
Court  decisions  generally  have  ex- 
tended rights  embodied  in  the  treaties 
to  individuals,  strengthened  EC  institu- 
tions, and  promoted  integrated  EC  pol- 
icies. The  Court's  decisions,  by  simple 
majority,  are  binding  on  all  parties  and 
are  not  subject  to  appeal.  The  13  jus- 
tices sit  in  Luxembourg  and  serve 
renewable  6-year  terms. 


'EC  member  states  have  a  total  of  76 
votes  in  the  EC  Council:  West  Germany 
(10),  France  (10),  Italy  (10),  U.K.  (10), 
Spain  (8),  Belgium  (5),  Netherlands  (5), 
Greece  (5),  Portugal  (5),  Denmark  (3), 
Ireland  (3),  and  Luxembourg  (2);  54  votes 
are  necessary  for  a  qualified  majority  and 
23  votes  for  a  blocking  minority.  ■ 


NATO  Nuclear  Planning  Group 
Meets  in  The  Hague 


The  Nuclear  Planning  Group  of 
the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization 
(NATO)  met  in  The  Hague  October  27- 
28,  1988.  The  United  States  was  repre- 
sented by  Secretary  of  Defense 
Frank  C.  Carlucci  III.  Following 
is  the  final  communique  issued  on 
October  28. 

1.  The  NATO  Nuclear  Planning  Group 
(NPG)  met  in  Ministerial  session  in  The 
Hague  (Scheveningen),  The  Netherlands, 
on  27th  and  28th  October,  1988.  Iceland 
attended  as  an  observer.  We  reviewed  our 
work  underway  to  ensure  that  the  Alliance 
continues  to  maintain  a  credible  nuclear 
deterrent  posture  and  discussed  a  variety 
of  security  and  defense  matters  pertaining 
to  NATO's  nuclear  forces,  including  the 
United  States  strategic  modernization  pro- 
gramme, current  arms  control  negotia- 
tions and  the  implementation  of  the  INF 


[Intermediate-Range  Nuclear  Forces] 
Treaty.  We  also  received  a  briefing  on  the 
Strategic  Defense  Initiative. 

2.  The  Atlantic  Alliance  remains  the 
basis  for  the  collective  security  of  all  its 
members.  NATO's  security  policy,  sup- 
ported by  a  credible  mix  of  conventional 
and  nuclear  forces,  has  assured  peace  in 
Europe  for  almost  forty  years.  Nuclear 
weapons  will  continue  to  make  an  essential 
contribution  to  NATO's  strategy  of  deter- 
rence for  the  foreseeable  future.  While  we 
are  encouraged  by  signs  of  change  in  the 
policies  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  some  of  its 
allies,  we  have  as  yet  seen  no  relaxation  in 
their  military  efforts.  In  particular,  War- 
saw Pact  superiority  in  conventional 
forces,  with  the  capability  this  provides  for 
surprise  attack  and  large-scale  offensive 
action,  constitutes  a  basic  source  of  in- 
stability and  tension  between  East  and 
West.  Thus,  we  are  determined  to  continue 
to  take  those  actions  required  to  preserve 


NATO's  security  interests  and  to  maintain 
the  credibility  of  our  deterrent  forces,  con- 
ventional and  nuclear,  which  will  be  kept 
up-to-date  where  necessary.  This  remains 
an  essential  basis  for  our  policy,  as  re- 
affirmed by  NATO's  Heads  of  State  and 
Government  in  their  declaration  of 
3rd  March,  1988.  This  policy  of  which  arms 
control  is  an  integral  part  seeks  to  achieve 
a  peaceful  and  more  stable  environment  at 
the  lowest  level  of  armament  consistent 
with  our  security  needs.  We  reaffirmed  our 
willingness  to  share  fairly  the  risks,  bur- 
dens and  responsibilities  as  well  as  the 
benefits  of  our  common  efforts. 

3.  We  noted  with  satisfaction  that  the 
INF  Treaty  has  entered  into  force  since  we 
last  met  and  that  to  date  its  implementa- 
tion is  proceeding  smoothly.  In  this  regard 
we  stressed  the  importance  of  the  rigorous 
verification  measures  agreed  by  the  United 
States  and  Soviet  Union.  We  reaffirmed 
that  progress  in  the  achievement  of 
NATO's  arms  control  objectives  has  been 
made  possible  by  the  solidarity  of  the  Al- 
liance and  its  demonstrated  willingness  to 
take  those  steps  necessary  to  ensure  its 
security. 

4.  We  received  reports  on  the  status  of 
the  United  States  Strategic  Modernization 
Programme  and  the  Strategic  Defense  Ini- 
tiative. We  expressed  appreciation  for  the 
efforts  of  the  United  States  and  the  United 
Kingdom  to  maintain  the  effectiveness  of 
their  strategic  deterrent  capabilities.  We 
noted  that  strategic  nuclear  systems  con- 
tinue to  be  an  essential  element  of  the  Al- 
liance's deterrent  posture.  We  expressed 
our  continuing  full  support  for  the  United 
States  position  in  the  START  [strategic 
arms  reduction  talks]  negotiations  aiming 
at  a  fifty  percent  reduction  in  the  strategic 
nuclear  forces  of  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union,  welcomed  the  progress  made 
and  supported  timely  agreement  in  these 
negotiations.  We  also  looked  forward  to  the 
successful  conclusion  of  the  negotiations  on 
the  verification  protocols  to  the  Peaceful 
Nuclear  Explosions  Treaty  and  the  Thresh- 
old Test  Ban  Treaty  and  to  the  ratification 
of  these  treaties. 

5.  Our  step-by-step  approach,  under 
which  decisions  will  be  taken  when  neces- 
sary, will  ensure  that  NATO's  nuclear 
forces  continue  to  provide  a  credible  and 
effective  contribution  to  the  Alliance's 
strategy  of  deterrence.  In  this  context,  we 
reviewed  a  number  of  nuclear  related  is- 
sues and  agreed  that  for  the  foreseeable 
future  NATO  requires  diversified,  surviva- 
ble  and  operationally  flexible  nuclear 
forces  in  Europe  across  the  entire  spec- 
trum of  ranges,  which  take  account  of  the 
scale  and  quality  of  the  threat.  We  also 
received  reports  on  the  progress  towards 
making  necessary  adjustments  in  the  Al- 
liance nuclear  force  structure. 

6.  We  noted  with  satisfaction  the  prog- 
ress being  made  in  our  work,  reaffirmed 
our  objectives  and  provided  instruction  to 
appropriate  NATO  bodies  for  future  work. 
We  also  expressed  continued  support  for 
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the  efforts  of  member  countries  to  meet 
requirements  stemming  from  Montebello  to 
maintain  a  credible  nuclear  deterrent  pos- 
ture at  the  minimum  necessary  level  of 
weapons.  While  no  decisions  are  required 
now  on  the  implementation  of  specific 
measures,  we  will  continue  to  review  our 
security  needs  in  the  context  of  the  Mon- 
tebello framework  and  in  accordance  with 


the  continuing  development  of  our  compre- 
hensive and  integrated  concept  for  security 
and  arms  control. 

7.  We  agreed  to  hold  our  next  meeting 
at  NATO  Headquarters  in  Brussels, 
Belgium  in  the  spring  of  1989. 

8.  Greece  expressed  its  views  in  a 
statement  included  in  the  minutes.  ■ 


Embassy  Reconstruction  in  Moscow  Proposed 


DEPARTMENT  ANNOUNCEMENT, 
OCT.  27,  19881 

The  President  has  decided  to  propose 
to  the  Congress  that  the  new  U.S.  Em- 
bassy office  building  in  Moscow  be  torn 
down  and  rebuilt  from  the  ground  floor 
up  to  provide  secure  facilities  needed  in 
the  Soviet  capital. 

Secretary  Shultz  recommended  the 
dismantlement  and  rebuild  approach, 
now  approved  by  President  Reagan. 
The  Secretary's  recommendation  was 
based  on  a  thorough  review  which  con- 
sidered studies  done  by  specialists  both 
within  and  outside  the  government. 
Among  these  studies  was  a  recent  con- 
sultant's report  which  recommended 
that  the  existing  building  be  demol- 
ished and  reconstructed  from  the 
ground  floor  up.  Alternative  means  of 
dealing  with  the  present  insecure  build- 
ing and  overall  U.S.  Government  office 
space  needs  in  Moscow  were  carefully 
considered.  The  rebuild  option,  how- 


ever, offers  the  best  overall  solution  to 
the  problem. 

Rebuilding  will  be  expensive,  but 
the  new  embassy  facilities  will  have  to 
serve  us  in  Moscow  for  the  next  half- 
century  or  so.  Reconstruction  is  the 
only  option  that  will  provide  both  the 
degree  of  security  and  the  amount  of 
space  necessary  for  current  and  future 
embassy  activities. 

This  decision  affects  only  the  new 
chancery,  the  building  which  will  be 
used  for  embassy  offices.  The  rest  of 
the  new  embassy  complex — housing 
units,  Marine  quarters,  school,  and 
support  facilities — are  and  will  remain 
in  use. 

We  will  continue  our  policy  of  not 
permitting  the  U.S.S.R.  to  use  its  new 
chancery  in  Washington  until  we  move 
into  our  rebuilt  chancery  in  Moscow. 


'Read  to  news  correspondents  by  De- 
partment spokesman  Charles  Redman.  ■ 


Czechoslovak  Police 
Detain  Dissidents 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
OCT.  28,  19881 

We  were  pleased  to  note  that  the  anni- 
versary of  the  establishment  of  the  first 
Czechoslovak  Republic  was  to  be  cele- 
brated in  Czechoslovakia  this  year  for 
the  first  time  since  1951.  The  United 
States  played  a  role  in  the  establish- 
ment of  independent  Czechoslovakia, 
and  Americans  are  proud  of  that  role. 
As  Deputy  Secretary  Whitehead  said 
in  his  press  conference  in  Prague  Octo- 
ber 16,  many  people  expressed  to  him 
their  desire  to  commemorate  the  anni- 
versary in  a  fitting  and  dignified  fash- 
ion, and  it  seemed  an  opportunity  for 
all  Czechoslovaks  to  recommit  them- 
selves to  building  a  more  prosperous 
and  freer  nation.  We  expressed  our 
hope  that  this  opportunity  would  be 
taken. 

Unfortunately,  the  Czechoslovak 
authorities  have  chosen  not  to  seize  the 
opportunity.  Czechoslovak  police  yester- 
day detained  more  than  50  prominent 
dissidents  on  the  eve  of  the  70th  anni- 
versary of  the  founding  of  the  republic. 
The  detentions  were  aimed  at  prevent- 
ing an  unofficial  commemoration  of  the 
anniversary  scheduled  for  today  in 
Prague. 

We  regret  these  detentions  and 
urge  the  immediate  release  of  those 
taken  into  custody.  The  detentions 
show  that  Czechoslovakia  has  far  to  go 
to  bridge  the  chasm  between  the  cur- 
rent practices  of  the  authorities  and  the 
democratic  ideas  upon  which  the  coun- 
try was  founded.  We  will  continue  to 
support  those  in  Czechoslovakia  who 
work  for  the  day  when  the  gap  will  be 
closed. 


'Read  to  news  correspondents  by 
Department  deputy  spokesman  Phyllis 
Oakley.  ■ 
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U.S.  Foreign  Policy  in  a  Time  of  Transition 


to  draw  appropriate  conclusions, 
the  decisiveness  to  act  on  those 
conclusions. 


and 


by  Colin  L.  Powell 

Address  before  the  National  Press 
Club  on  October  27,  1988.  Lt.  Gen. 
Powell  is  Assistant  to  the  President  for 
National  Security  Affairs. 

In  the  closing  days  of  the  100th  Con- 
gress last  week,  one  of  the  most  impor- 
tant legislative  struggles  was  perhaps 
one  of  the  least  appreciated.  Among  the 
priority  efforts  of  this  Administration 
was  to  secure  passage  of  new  fiscal 
transfer  authority  in  order  to  shift 
funds  out  of  the  budgets  of  the  Depart- 
ments of  Defense  and  State  to  support 
UN  peacekeeping  activities.  That's 
right,  UN  peacekeeping,  which  was 
suddenly  in  desperate  need  of  funding 
for  a  number  of  new  missions.  We 
needed  to  find  the  money  to  pay  our 
share  of  the  cost. 

I  regret  that  we  didn't  succeed  in 
convincing  the  Congress  of  this  need, 
even  though  we  fought  for  it  until 
3:00  a.m.  of  the  day  they  adjourned. 
It  is  an  issue  that  will  be  high  on  the 
agenda  of  the  101st  Congress  when  it 
convenes  in  January.  The  problem  arose 
because  we  hadn't  budgeted  enough  for 
peace,  and  peace  is  on  the  march 
around  the  world. 

•  The  Iran-Iraq  war,  which  went  on 
8  years,  has  resulted  in  a  cease-fire, 
peace  talks,  and  a  UN  military  ob- 
server group. 

•  In  Afghanistan,  a  Soviet  invasion 
and  war  that  have  been  going  on  for  9 
years  are  heading  toward  a  resolution; 
the  Geneva  accords  last  April  set  up  a 
UN  good  offices  mission  to  supervise 
implementation  of  those  accords. 

•  In  Angola,  a  Cuban  intervention 
and  civil  war  that  have  been  going  on 
for  13  years  may  finally  be  heading  to- 
ward a  diplomatic  solution,  along  with 
independence  for  Namibia,  once  again 
under  UN  auspices. 

•  In  Cambodia,  the  Indochina  war, 
which  in  one  form  or  another  has  gone 
on  for  40  years,  may  be  giving  way  to  a 
diplomatic  solution,  perhaps  also  under 
some  form  of  international  auspices. 

•  Diplomacy  also  has  made  prog- 
ress in  the  Western  Sahara.  And  just 
last  week,  we  saw  South  and  North 
Korea  both  speak  at  the  United  Nations 
for  the  first  time  and  begin  haltingly  to 
reach  out  to  each  other. 


And  something  else  is  going  on  in 
the  world — not  only  peace  but  a  drive 
for  freedom.  In  Burma,  in  Haiti,  or  in 
Chile,  the  people  want  real  democracy. 
In  the  Republic  of  Korea,  or  the  Philip- 
pines, "people  power"  has  already  won 
great  victories.  In  South  Africa,  the 
struggle  has  reached  a  new  stage.  In 
Latin  America  10  years  ago,  only  about 
one-third  of  the  population  lived  under 
democratic  rule;  today  it's  over  90%. 

Interestingly,  some  of  the  most 
striking  advances  toward  freedom  and 
self-determination  are  taking  place  in 
the  communist  world.  We  see  in  the 
Baltic  states  a  powerful  quest  for  self- 
expression  and  democracy.  In  Poland, 
we  see  the  resurgence  of  the  free  labor 
movement,  Solidarity;  the  government, 
after  years  of  trying  to  suppress  it,  is 
now  forced  to  negotiate  with  it.  As  the 
Vice  President  said  a  few  weeks  ago, 
there's  still  an  iron  curtain,  but  it's  a 
rusting  curtain,  and  shafts  of  light  are 
piercing  through.  Throughout  the  So- 
viet empire,  the  pressures  for  change 
are  accelerating.  Moscow  seeks  to  man- 
age these  pressures  and  channel  them, 
but  it  is  a  certainty  that,  given  the  op- 
portunity, people  will  press  to  the  lim- 
its— and  perhaps  even  beyond. 

It's  extraordinary.  The  quest  for 
freedom  is  turning  out  to  be  the  most 
powerful  political  force  in  the  world 
today. 

As  Americans,  we  should  not  be 
surprised;  not  if  we  believe  in  our  own 
system.  But  why  are  all  these  good 
things  happening  now?  Is  it  blind  luck? 
The  policies  of  the  Reagan  Administra- 
tion? Gorbachev's  "new  thinking"?  Bril- 
liant efforts  by  the  United  Nations? 
Some  basic  trends  in  the  world?  Or,  as 
I  believe,  some  combination  of  these 
and  other  factors?  All  these  factors  I 
have  mentioned  deserve  consideration. 

The  Lesson  of  Regional  Conflicts 

First,  the  lesson  of  regional  conflicts: 
In  some  of  the  regional  conflicts  that 
have  been  going  on  so  long — in  Iran- 
Iraq,  Afghanistan,  Angola,  and  Cam- 
bodia— there  has  been  diplomatic 
progress,  as  I  said.  To  some  extent,  it 
is  also  simply  the  result  of  a  kind  of 
exhaustion  that  has  set  in  after  years  of 
brutal  conflict  with  no  conclusive  re- 
sult. Statesmen  have  shown  the  wisdom 


•  In  the  gulf,  Iraq  fought  back  for 
years,  with  determination,  to  regain 
the  initiative,  and  Iran  discovered  the 
futility  of  its  military  offensives  which, 
year  after  year,  made  no  headway  and 
cost  millions  of  lives.  It  was  one  of  the 
bloodiest  and  costliest  wars  of  this  cen- 
tury and  also  posed  dangers  to  the  re- 
gion as  a  whole  and  to  the  oil  shipping 
lanes  on  which  the  free  world  depended. 

•  In  Afghanistan,  the  Soviet  Union 
discovered  it  could  not  suppress  the 
fierce  resistance  of  the  Afghan  mujahi- 
din,  who  displayed  extraordinary  brav- 
ery and  resourcefulness  and  also 
enjoyed  the  support  of  the  rest  of  the 
world. 

•  In  Angola,  a  true  military  stale- 
mate had  developed — years  ago — as  the 
Angolan  regime's  military  offensives  to 
suppress  Jonas  Savimbi  and  UNITA 
[National  Union  for  the  Total  Inde- 
pendence of  Angola]  failed  time  after 
time.  It  was  costing  the  regime's  Soviet 
backers  something  like  $1  billion  a  year 
in  weaponry  with  no  productive  result. 

One  lesson  here  is  that  sometimes 
leaders  have  the  wit  to  see  the  futility 
of  war  and  to  seek  diplomatic  solutions. 
But  the  deeper  lesson  is  that  effective 
resistance  to  aggression  is  what  dem- 
onstrates the  futility  of  war.  A  side  that 
sees  an  easy  victory  will  go  after  it.  A 
so-called  peace  purchased  at  the  price 
of  surrender  is  not  real  peace,  or 
security. 

Clausewitz  said  the  conqueror  al- 
ways prefers  peace,  in  that  he  much 
prefers  to  march  into  a  city  unopposed. 
But  such  conditions  only  tempt  and 
invite  aggression.  In  Nicaragua,  for 
example,  diplomacy  is  not  going  well; 
freedom  is  not  winning,  precisely  be- 
cause effective  resistance  has  been  un- 
dercut, and  we  face  the  grim  prospect 
of  further  deterioration  and  continuing 
crisis  in  that  country. 

I  believe  this  Administration  un- 
derstood this  lesson  and,  therefore, 
deserves  some  of  the  credit  for  the 
winding  down  of  those  various  conflicts 
on  which  there  has  been  progress. 

•  In  Afghanistan,  we  resolutely 
supported  the  mujahidin,  Pakistan, 
and  the  diplomatic  process,  and  we  are 
a  guarantor  of  the  Geneva  accords. 

•  In  Angola  and  Namibia,  it  was 
only  after  the  United  States  began  mili- 
tary aid  to  the  UNITA  freedom  fight- 
ers in  1986  that  the  Angolan  regime 
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started  to  take  seriously  the  idea  of  a 
negotiated  settlement.  The  United 
States,  of  course,  has  mediated  the 
negotiation. 

•  In  Cambodia,  we  have  actively 
supported  ASEAN's  [Association  of 
South  East  Asian  Nations]  efforts. 

•  In  the  case  of  Iran  and  Iraq,  we 
were  not  central  to  the  conflict,  but  I 
am  convinced  our  firm  defense  of  free- 
dom of  navigation  in  the  gulf  helped  to 
discourage  any  who  had  designs  on  the 
gulf  and  contributed  to  the  conviction 
that  the  war  had  become  a  losing 
proposition. 

In  all  these  cases  of  success,  we 
also  benefited  from  solid  bipartisan 
congressional  support  and  the  support 
of  the  American  people. 

The  Soviet  Union  Under  Gorbachev 

Another  factor  has  to  be  the  role 
played  by  the  Soviet  Union  under  now- 
President  Gorbachev.  The  Soviet  Union 
has  played  a  constructive  role  in  help- 
ing end  some  of  these  conflicts,  and  this 
must  be  acknowledged.  This  has  con- 
tributed to  the  overall  improvement  in 
U.S. -Soviet  relations,  which,  in  turn,  is 
another  of  the  most  important  positive 
trends  of  the  present  period. 

Major  changes  are  taking  place  in- 
side the  Soviet  Union,  and  in  Soviet 
foreign  policy.  And  these  are  related. 
The  Soviet  leaders  are  facing  up  to 
their  internal  challenges,  and  this  adds 
to  their  incentive  to  seek  a  "breathing 
space"  in  the  international  environ- 
ment. Whether  this  is  a  temporary  phe- 
nomenon, or  a  lasting  one,  is  too  early 
to  judge. 

What  is  clear  is  that  the  Soviet 
leadership  does  want  to  concentrate  its 
energies  and  resources  on  internal  eco- 
nomic reform.  It  is  also  becoming  clear 
that  the  restive  nationalities  in  the  So- 
viet Union  and  around  the  Soviet  em- 
pire, taking  advantage  of  the  relative 
liberalization  of  the  recent  period,  are 
going  to  preoccupy  Moscow  more  than 
anyone  anticipated. 

The  bold  new  leadership  in  the 
Kremlin  has  candidly  acknowledged  the 
problems  the  Soviet  system  faces.  But 
the  problems  are  fundamental,  even 
structural.  Essentially,  perestroika  is 
an  acknowledgment  of  the  failure  of  the 
Soviet  system  to  provide  for  its  people. 
Whether  it  can  be  fixed,  as  long  as  it 
remains  a  communist  one-party  system, 
remains  to  be  seen. 


There  is  little  we  can  do  to  affect 
the  Soviet  Union's  internal  evolution. 
We  can  continue  to  press  for  human 
rights,  as  we  have.  We  can  encourage 
steps  that  are  clearly  improvements  in 
Soviet  internal  political  practice,  even 
if  they  do  not  correspond  fully  to  what 
we  know  as  democracy.  We  can  lend 
our  moral  support  to  all  those  decent 
people  in  the  Soviet  Union  who  seek 
greater  freedom  and  well-being  and 
who  feel  an  enormous  stake  in  the  sur- 
vival and  success  of  the  present  reform 
program. 

We  can  have  more  effect,  however, 
on  Soviet  foreign  policy.  While  these 
domestic  preoccupations  give  the  Soviet 
Union  an  interest  in  a  calmer  interna- 
tional environment,  simultaneously  the 
Soviets  are  drawing  appropriate  lessons 
from  their  foreign  policy  failures.  That 
has  much  to  do  with  us. 

The  Soviets  are  correctly  reassess- 
ing their  past  foreign  policy — including 
their  adventurism  of  the  1970s — as  a  se- 
ries of  mistakes,  because  they  and  their 
allies  were  unable  to  consolidate  their 
gains  because  of  resistance  to  their 
challenge.  In  Afghanistan,  in  Angola, 
in  Cambodia,  and  for  a  time — and  per- 
haps yet — in  Nicaragua,  indigenous  re- 
sistance forces  with  timely  outside 
support  prevented  a  communist  victory. 
The  Soviets  and  their  clients  are  in  the 
process  of  reexamining  their  investment 
and  dealing  diplomatically  to  liquidate 
their  costly  misadventures. 

Let  me  read  you  some  excerpts 
from  an  article  in  the  latest  issue  of  the 
Soviet  journal  International  Affairs  by 
a  senior  foreign  ministry  official.  La- 
menting the  aid  resources  poured  into 
some  Third  World  clients,  he  writes: 

[T]he  aid  itself  is  only  the  tip  of  the 
iceberg.  Our  direct  and  indirect  involve- 
ment in  regional  conflicts  lead  to  colossal 
losses  by  increasing  general  international 
tension,  justifying  the  arms  race,  and  hin- 
dering the  establishment  of  mutually  ad- 
vantageous ties  with  the  West. 

Elsewhere  the  writer  calls  for  reex- 
amination, on  the  basis  of  "profita- 
bility," of  Soviet  use  of  military 
instruments  in  support  of  "regimes 
which  declare  themselves  to  be  pro- 
gressive but  which  far  from  always  pos- 
sess an  adequate  democratic  base  in  the 
country." 

And  so,  we  really  do  have  a  great 
opportunity  now  and  in  the  future  to 
engage  the  Soviet  Union  in  some  his- 
toric settlements  of  outstanding  re- 
gional conflicts.  We  must  be  alert  to 
that  opportunity.  But  we  must  also 
draw  the  right  lessons.  We  must  re- 


member that  there  is  no  historical 
precedent  for  the  Soviet  Union's  for- 
swearing a  strategic  advantage  if  it  is 
handed  to  it  on  a  silver  platter.  Nic- 
aragua looks  disturbingly  like  confirma- 
tion of  that,  just  as  Cuba  was  30  years 
ago. 

In  other  places,  where  the  West 
has  stood  firm,  the  Soviets  clearly  are 
reassessing  their  foreign  policy.  If  the 
West  continues  to  make  clear,  across 
the  board,  that  accommodations  can 
only  be  made  on  the  basis  of  compro- 
mise, then  the  decisions  the  Soviets  are 
now  making  under  tactical  necessity 
may  turn  into  a  new  pattern  that 
amounts  to  a  strategic  change. 

Maintaining  Strong  Defenses 

It's  worth  repeating:  the  outcomes  I've 
just  described  depend  on  our  strength 
and  our  resolve.  Future  outcomes  de- 
pend on  continuing  strength  and  con- 
tinuing resolve.  This  is  not  the  time 
to  relax. 

This  requires  not  only  an  adequate 
budget  for  economic  and  security  as- 
sistance so  that  allies  and  friends  can 
be  helped  helping  themselves.  It  also 
requires  an  adequate  defense  budget. 

Even  in  these  times  of  fiscal  strin- 
gency, we  must  not  forget  the  lesson 
we  learned  8  years  ago  that  there  is  no 
substitute  for  defensive  strength. 
America's  bipartisan  effort  to  restore 
the  military  balance  did  wonders  for 
our  allies' — and  the  world's — sense  of 
security.  When  America  is  weak,  the 
world  is  a  more  dangerous  place.  Our 
strength  has  contributed  to  world  sta- 
bility, and  to  the  possibilities  for  con- 
structive— and  balanced — negotiations 
with  our  adversaries  on  arms  control 
and  arms  reduction. 

The  United  Nations 

Earlier,  I  mentioned  the  United  Na- 
tions and  its  rapidly  expanding  peace- 
keeping role.  This  is  another  factor  in 
the  present  situation.  The  Nobel  Peace 
Prize  committee  appropriately  awarded 
the  blue-helmeted  UN  soldiers  this 
year's  peace  prize. 

This  is  a  tribute  to  the  kind  of 
heroic,  unsung  work  that  UN  peace- 
keepers have  been  doing  on  many  con- 
tinents for  decades.  As  the  United 
Nations  implements  internal  reforms  of 
its  budget  and  administration  and  con- 
tinues to  avoid  some  of  the  polarizing 
General  Assembly  excesses  of  the 
1970s,  there  is  a  prospect  of  even 
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greater  successes  for  the  organization 
in  the  future,  fulfilling  the  promise  of 
its  bold  and  noble  charter. 

It  has  always  been  recognized  that 
the  success  or  failure  of  the  United  Na- 
tions depended  a  lot  on  the  relations 
between  the  superpowers.  As  we  enter 
a  period  of  growing  cooperation  be- 
tween the  superpowers,  it  is  natural  to 
hope  to  see  this  reflected  in  further 
achievements  of  the  UN  system. 

The  Vindication  of  Our  Values 

These  various  positive  developments 
underlie  the  recent  progress  toward 
peace.  But  there  is  a  deeper  trend  un- 
derlying these.  First  of  all  is  the  re- 
surgence of  the  simple  idea  of  freedom. 
A  decade  or  so  ago,  some  pessimists 
used  to  dismiss  the  philosophy  of  de- 
mocracy as  a  culture-bound  luxury  of 
the  industrialized  nations;  doomed  for- 
ever to  minority  status  in  the  world. 
Today  it  turns  out  to  be  a  vibrant 
force — from  El  Salvador  to  the  Philip- 
pines, from  Botswana  to  the  Republic 
of  Korea.  This  is  a  vindication  of  the 
values  that  all  of  us  hold  so  dear. 

It's  happening,  secondly,  in  the  eco- 
nomic sphere.  Both  developed  and  de- 
veloping countries  are  relearning  some 
ancient  truths  about  economic  growth — 
about  the  basic  reality  that  innovation 
and  progress  spring  from  the  creative 
energy  of  individuals,  not  government. 

In  1985,  the  economic  summit  of 
the  industrial  democracies  acknowl- 
edged unanimously  that  governmental 
rigidities  were  a  key  obstacle  to 
growth.  In  1986,  a  special  session  of  the 
UN  General  Assembly  dealing  with  Af- 
rica acknowledged,  similarly,  that  struc- 
tural reforms  along  the  same  lines  were 
a  precondition  for  development.  Most 
amazingly  we  see  these  truths  now 
taken  as  gospel  even  in  the  communist 
world — in  China,  in  Eastern  Europe, 
and,  yes,  in  the  Soviet  Union.  There's  a 
new  Soviet  joke:  "What's  the  definition 
of  socialism?  Answer:  the  slowest  and 
most  painful  way  to  make  the  transition 
from  capitalism  to  capitalism." 

It  is  coming  to  be  recognized — even 
in  the  communist  world — that  there  is  a 
connection  between  economic  progress, 
economic  freedom,  and  political  free- 
dom. Look  at  the  success  of  the  demo- 
cratic world  in  the  postwar  period — a 
resurgent  Europe  and  Japan.  Look  at 
the  success  of  the  East  Asian  "Tigers," 
the  newly  industrialized  economies  of 
the  Republic  of  Korea,  Singapore,  Tai- 
wan, Hong  Kong,  and  others.  Their  per 
capita  GNP  Igross  national  product] 
now  equals  or  exceeds  that  of  some 


members  of  the  OECD  [Organization 
for  Economic  Cooperation  and  Develop- 
ment], the  traditional  grouping  of  the 
industrialized  nations.  And  then  look  at 
those  who  follow  the  old  Soviet  model: 
Cuba,  Vietnam,  Ethiopia,  Nicaragua — 
basket  cases,  all  of  them.  In  Nicaragua, 
income  per  capita  is  half  of  what  it  was 
in  1977 — yes,  half.  The  Soviets  subsi- 
dize Cuba  to  the  tune  of  nearly  $7  bil- 
lion a  year.  The  communist  world  is,  in 
the  words  of  some  of  its  own  spokes- 
men, in  a  state  of  economic  back- 
wardness and  crisis. 

The  West  faces  plenty  of  economic 
and  social  problems — budget  deficits, 
trade  problems,  the  need  to  lift  up  the 
disadvantaged.  But  these  are  chal- 
lenges to  policy,  not  challenges  to  the 
essence  of  the  system  or  to  the  struc- 
ture itself.  On  the  contrary,  our  econo- 
mies are  strong,  and  it  only  takes  some 
wisdom  and  discipline  in  our  democratic 
policymaking  to  meet  these  challenges. 

Our  adversaries  face  a  systemic 
crisis;  they  sense  that  their  system  is 
wrong  but  they  are  seeking  to  "fix"  it 
without  changing  it  wholesale.  It  is  not 
yet  clear  whether  they  will  succeed. 

And  they  see  a  new  phase  of  the 
industrial  revolution — the  information 
age  of  supercomputers  and  global  tele- 
communications— passing  them  by,  rele- 
gating them  to  minor-league  status  in 
the  1990s.  Is  it  an  accident  that  this 
new  burst  of  creativity  originated  in  the 
West,  where  ideas  and  information  flow 
freely  and  entrepreneurship  flourishes? 

President  Reagan  spoke  of  these 
things  in  his  address  at  Moscow  State 
University  in  May.  I  was  privileged  to 
be  there,  and  what  a  sight  it  was — an 
American  president  talking  to  Soviet 
students  about  his  passionate  belief  in 
freedom.  Perhaps  these  ideas  will  truly 
take  hold  there  and  transform  our 
world. 

Finally,  there  is  the  interconnec- 
tion between  freedom,  progress,  and 
peace  itself.  This  is  the  point  made  elo- 
quently by  Andrei  Sakharov,  who  next 
week,  finally,  will  be  allowed  to  leave 
the  Soviet  Union  and  visit  the  United 
States.  He  said,  in  his  Nobel  lecture: 

I  am  convinced  that  international 
trust,  mutual  understanding,  disarma- 
ment, and  international  security  are  incon- 
ceivable without  an  open  society  with 
freedom  of  information,  freedom  of  con- 
science, the  right  to  publish,  and  the  right 
to  travel  and  choose  the  country  in  which 
one  wishes  to  live.  I  am  also  convinced 
that  freedom  of  conscience,  together  with 
other  civic  rights,  provides  both  the  basis 
for  scientific  progress  and  a  guarantee 
against  its  misuse  to  harm  mankind. 


As  President  Reagan  likes  to  put 
it,  people  don't  make  wars;  govern- 
ments do.  How  governments  behave  to- 
ward their  own  people  is  a  good  index 
of  how  they  are  likely  to  behave  toward 
other  nations.  The  worldwide  trend  to- 
ward democracy  thus  offers  profound 
hope. 

The  West  can  be  proud  of  what  it 
has  achieved  and  the  promise  that  its 
future  holds.  We  in  America  have  re- 
covered, in  recent  years,  not  only  our 
military  strength  and  economic  vitality 
but  also  our  pride  and  faith  in  our- 
selves. America  has  contributed  to  this 
resurgence  of  the  West  and,  in  turn, 
draws  strength  from  it.  Events  remind 
us — constantly — of  the  eternal  power  of 
our  values  of  freedom  and  democracy, 
under  law.  This  country,  for  all  its  un- 
finished business,  remains  the  beacon 
of  hope  and  inspiration  for  all  those  in 
the  world  who  aspire  to  enjoy  these 
blessings,  and  who  struggle  for  them. 
We  must  never  let  that  beacon  fail.  ■ 
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Building  a  Flexible  Framework 
for  New  Information  Services 


by  Parker  W.  Borg 

Address  before  the  INTELEVENT 
'88  Conference  in  Cannes,  France,  on 
October  19,  1988.  Mr.  Borg  is  acting  Co- 
ordinator and  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
International  Communications  and  In- 
formation Policy. 

Marshall  McLuhan,  who  gave  us  so 
many  insights  into  the  implications  of 
the  information  revolution,  observed  in 
his  book  Understanding  Media  that  we 
tend  to  look  at  the  future  through  a 
rearview  mirror.  That,  unfortunately,  is 
the  rut  in  which  we  telecommunications 
policymakers  constantly  find  ourselves 
when  trying  to  keep  up  with  the  explo- 
sion of  technology.  Like  Sisyphus  of  an- 
cient Corinth,  who  could  never  quite 
get  a  rock  to  the  top  of  a  hill,  we  al- 
ways seem  to  be  just  one  step  behind 
technology. 

The  challenge  at  WATTC  [World 
Administrative  Telegraph  and  Tele- 
phone Conference]  will  be  to  escape 
from  that  cycle  by  forging  a  highly  flex- 
ible framework  for  the  new  network- 
based  information  services  that  will  not 
lock  us  into  today's  technology  or  to- 
day's regulatory  norms.  To  reach  con- 
sensus on  such  a  framework  by  the  over 
100  ITU  [International  Telecommunica- 
tion Union]  countries  expected  in 
Melbourne  will  require  that  we  put 
away  our  rearview  mirrors  and  find  the 
forward-looking  solutions  that  have  so 
often  eluded  us.  It  is  crucial  that  we 
get  the  rock  to  the  top  of  the  hill 
this  time. 

The  Importance  of  WATTC 

The  framers  of  the  1973  regulations  cov- 
ering international  telecommunications 
services  did  an  adequate  job  of  for- 
mulating guidelines  for  the  technology 
of  their  day,  but  it  was  a  simple  day.  By 
the  late  1970s,  some  countries  were  al- 
ready proposing  revisions.  By  1982, 
many  countries  believed  that  tech- 
nology had  advanced  well  beyond  the 
scope  of  the  1973  regulations.  They  pre- 
vailed at  the  1982  Nairobi  plenipotenti- 
ary, which  called  for  the  1988  WATTC. 

Since  1982,  new  applications  of 
technology  and  new  regulatory  ap- 
proaches have  changed  the  world  of 


telecommunications  in  a  way  nobody 
could  have  predicted  a  decade  ago.  On 
the  regulatory  front,  a  host  of  countries 
has  moved  away  from  traditional  tele- 
communications monopolies.  In  the 
United  States  we  replaced  the  virtual 
monopoly  of  AT&T  with  a  competitive 
long-distance  market  and  a  competitive 
terminal  equipment  market.  Today,  pri- 
vate networks  exist  side  by  side  with 
public  switched  networks.  Telecom- 
munications users  have  benefited  from 
this  new  competitive  environment;  they 
can  do  more  at  a  lower  cost  than  ever 
before.  Consequently,  we  have  been 
able  to  reduce  regulatory  constraints. 
This,  in  turn,  has  stimulated  new  serv- 
ices and  additional  user  demand. 

Similar  results  flowed  from  the  1981 
British  Telecommunications  Act,  the 
1984  privatization  of  British  Telecom, 
the  1985  privatization  of  Japan's  Nippon 
Telephone  and  Telegraph,  and  the  pas- 
sage the  same  year  of  the  Japanese 
Telecom  Business  Law.  The  recent  Eu- 
ropean Community  Green  Paper  has 
started  a  sea  change  of  liberalization  in 
Europe  that  will  culminate  in  1992.  In 
the  developing  world,  countries  such  as 
Malaysia,  Sri  Lanka,  Jordan,  Guate- 
mala, Costa  Rica,  and  Grenada  have 
either  privatized  or  are  seriously  study- 
ing privatization  of  their  telecommu- 
nications facilities. 

On  the  technological  front,  the 
spread  of  personal  computers,  auto- 
mated teller  machines,  global  financial 
markets,  data  bases,  digital  private 
networks,  and  computerized  airline  res- 
ervation systems  have  radically  trans- 
formed the  way  we  do  business  and 
interact  with  one  another.  Not  only 
have  network-based  telecommunications 
services  become  multimillion  dollar  in- 
dustries in  the  last  decade,  but  they 
have  vastly  improved  the  lives  of  people 
around  the  globe. 

Less  industrialized  countries  have 
taken  advantage  of  the  new  technology 
as  it  has  become  more  affordable  and 
accessible  to  individuals  and  small 
groups.  Over  70  countries,  for  instance, 
use  computer  packet  switching  sys- 
tems, which  can  cost  as  little  as 
$30,000,  to  better  the  lives  of  their  cit- 
izens. At  the  Oswaldo  Cruz  Institute  in 


Rio  de  Janeiro,  thanks  to  a  grant  from 
Apple  Computer,  researchers  have 
started  using  microcomputers  linked  to 
laboratories  in  other  countries  to  fight 
the  deadly  Chagas  disease,  which  af- 
flicts 8  million  Latin  Americans. 

Dominican  Republic  farmers,  who 
formerly  relied  on  one  crop — bananas — 
have  been  able  to  diversify  their  crops 
using  CONCARID,  a  Caribbean  coop- 
erative computer  network  that  helps 
members  find  successful  development 
models.  A  sweater  factory  in  Mauritius 
has  gone  from  a  modest  business  to  a 
major  employer  and  exporter  because  it 
is  now  linked  to  computer-aided  design 
services  in  New  York  and  can  keep  up 
with  the  world's  latest  fashions.  The 
data  entry  industry  is  providing  new 
jobs  in  the  Caribbean.  Over  2,000  peo- 
ple now  work  at  it  in  the  Jamaica  Tele- 
port,  and  the  industry  is  growing  in  the 
Dominican  Republic,  Barbados,  and 
elsewhere. 

WATTC,  therefore,  is  not  an  ar- 
cane debate  among  telecommunication 
nitpickers.  A  well-crafted,  flexible  in- 
ternational regulatory  framework  can 
serve  to  foster  continued  growth  and 
innovation  in  global  telecommunica- 
tions. A  rigid  document,  we  believe, 
could  have  the  opposite  effect.  Thus, 
the  outcome  of  WATTC  could  have  real 
world  consequences  for  the  way  people 
have  access  to  the  latest  information. 
This  access  is  the  key  to  national  com- 
petitiveness in  today's  global  economy. 
It  often  makes  the  difference  between 
success  and  failure  in  business  and,  in 
cases  such  as  the  Oswaldo  Cruz  In- 
stitute, the  difference  between  life  and 
death. 

WATTC  is  also  important  for  the 
future  of  the  ITU.  We  are  meeting  just 
a  few  miles  from  Nice,  the  site  of  next 
May's  ITU  plenipotentiary  conference. 
At  the  plenipotentiary,  the  165  ITU 
member  countries  will  chart  the  future 
course  for  the  "grandad"  of  UN  organi- 
zations— one  that  has  had  remarkable 
success  in  its  123  years  of  existence. 

The  ITU  cannot  rest  on  its  laurels 
as  the  telecommunication  landscape 
changes.  The  world  market  for  all  tele- 
communication services  is  growing  by 
12%  a  year — 5%  for  telephony  and  telex 
and  20%  for  new  services,  including 
value  added  services.  If  the  ITU  is  to 
remain  relevant,  it  will  have  to  address 
effectively  the  fastest  growing  sector  of 
new  "enhanced"  or  "value  added"  tele- 
communications services.  WATTC  is  a 
key  challenge  to  the  ITU's  adaptability 
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to  altered  conditions.  Reaching  consen- 
sus at  WATTC  would  provide  an  impor- 
tant stimulus  to  the  plenipotentiary  and 
give  the  ITU  momentum  to  face  other 
more  serious  challenges  going  into  the 
21st  century. 

The  preparation  for  WATTC  has 
been  a  useful  educational  process.  It 
has  helped  focus  attention  on  the  grow- 
ing needs  of  telecommunications  users, 
thus  contributing  to  the  liberalizing 
trend  so  much  in  evidence.  Unfortu- 
nately, the  preparations  for  WATTC 
have  also  seen  the  development  of  a 
draft  document  that  exhibits  the  rear- 
view  mirror  mentality  which  I  men- 
tioned earlier.  This  draft  document  to 
be  considered  in  Melbourne  was  devel- 
oped through  a  series  of  WATTC  pre- 
paratory committee  meetings  (PC/ 
WATTC)  held  during  1985-87.  We  have 
circulated  the  draft  widely  between  the 
U.S.  Government  and  the  private  sec- 
tor, including  carriers,  noncarrier  serv- 
ice providers,  public  and  private  users, 
and  equipment  manufacturers.  The 
U.S.  position  at  the  WATTC  consoli- 
dates the  views  of  these  groups  and 
concludes  that  the  draft  proposal  does 
not  meet  two  basic  tests:  that  of  flexi- 
bility and  that  of  neutrality. 

U.S.  Position  on 
PC/WATTC  Proposals 

Our  concern  is  that  certain  provisions 
of  the  PC/WATTC  draft  could  be  used 
to  restrict  national  domestic  regulatory 
choices.  Similiarly,  the  adoption  of  a 
rigid  international  regulatory  frame- 
work at  WATTC,  along  the  lines  of  the 
PC/WATTC  draft,  could  discourage 
future  procompetitive  liberalization 
policies  and  hinder  the  continued 
evolution  of  international  tele- 
communications. 

The  United  States  is  not  alone 
in  questioning  provisions  of  the  PC/ 
WATTC  draft.  Last  April,  ITU  Secre- 
tary General  Butler  suggested  an  alter- 
native text.  The  United  States  and  a 
significant  number  of  others  welcomed 
the  Secretariat's  informal  comments 
and  have  developed  submissions  based 
heavily  on  Mr.  Butler's  suggestions. 
Let  me  examine  those  submissions  at 
this  time. 

The  United  States  has  proposed  a 
text  which  is  both  flexible  and  neutral. 
It  is  based  on  our  conviction  that  each 
nation  is  unique  and,  as  a  sovereign 
state,  must  retain  the  right  to  regulate 
or  not  regulate  telecommunications  as 
best  serves  its  interests.  While  we  in 


the  United  States  believe  that  open  en- 
try, competition,  and  deregulation  are 
extremely  beneficial,  we  do  not  seek  to 
impose  our  philosophy  on  any  other  na- 
tion. We  recognize  that  other  countries 
will  pursue  their  own  approaches  to 
telecommunications  facilities  and  serv- 
ices according  to  their  particular 
needs. 

Therefore,  any  set  of  international 
regulations  must  permit  each  nation  to 
develop  domestic  regulations  and  reg- 
ulatory processes  best  suited  for  its  na- 
tional circumstances.  The  regulations 
should  not  directly  or  indirectly  sug- 
gest any  particular  form  of  domestic 
regulation  and  should  not  be  seen  as  a 
model  for  domestic  regulation.  Thus, 
no  country  should  view  CCITT  [Con- 
sultative Committee  for  International 
Telegraph  and  Telephone]  recommenda- 
tions as  a  requirement  to  apply  to  do- 
mestic telecommunications. 

By  the  same  token,  any  regulatory 
framework  must  be  broad  enough  to  ac- 
commodate the  inevitable,  rapid,  and 
wide-ranging  change  which  will  occur 
in  telecommunications  technology,  user 
demand,  and  economics  in  the  years 
ahead.  Such  flexibility  is  especially 
important  for  developing  countries 
which  may  want  to  change  their  reg- 
ulatory priorities  and  practices  as  they 
move  from  one  stage  of  development  to 
another. 

More  specifically,  the  United  States 
has  sought  to  correct  several  points  in 
the  PC/WATTC  draft  that  could  im- 
pinge upon  national  regulatory  choices. 

First,  the  U.S.  proposal  attempts 
to  delineate  between  services  that  ad- 
ministrations and  recognized  private 
operating  agencies  offer  to  the  public 
and  those  services  which  other  private 
companies  use  to  satisfy  their  own  in- 
ternal telecommunications  needs. 

Second,  these  latter  "special  ar- 
rangements" should  be  protected  from 
the  inappropriate  application  of  ITU 
regulations.  I  believe  this  element  of 
tha  U.S.  proposal  is  a  reasonable  com- 
promise between  the  desire  of  some  ad- 
ministrations to  include  all  types  of 
service  under  the  ITU  regulatory  um- 
brella and  the  interest  of  other  govern- 
ments— such  as  the  United  States — to 
keep  nonpublic  services  free  from  inter- 
national regulatory  control. 

Third,  the  U.S.  proposal  would 
eliminate  language  in  the  draft  that  ex- 
tends regulation  to  any  entity  using  an 
international  network.  Without  clarifi- 
cation, the  phrase  "any  entity  providing 
international  telecommunications  serv- 


ices" in  article  1.7  of  the  draft  treaty 
would  subject  previously  unregulated 
and  new  services  to  ITU  regulation. 
Such  regulation  could  lead  to  domestic 
'  regulation  of  providers  of  any  interna- 
tional service.  We  believe  international 
regulations  should  be  limited  to  admin- 
istrations or  recognized  private  operat- 
ing agencies  providing  transmission 
service  to  the  public. 

Fourth,  the  U.S.  proposal  would 
eliminate  language  scattered  through- 
out the  draft  that  might  be  used  to 
support  nonvoluntary  applications  of 
CCITT  recommended  standards.  Today, 
administrations  are  free  to  view  CCITT 
technical  recommendations  as  guide- 
lines. Compliance  is  voluntary,  allowing 
individual  countries  to  apply  the  recom- 
mendations consistent  with  their  partic- 
ular circumstances.  This  flexibility  is 
important  to  the  ITU's  continued 
viability  as  an  effective  forum  for  stand- 
ards setting.  The  language  in  the  cur- 
rent draft,  if  adopted,  could  cause  some 
U.S.  firms  to  refuse  to  participate  in 
the  CCITT  standards  process  for  fear 
that  any  recommendations  might  later 
become  mandatory. 

And  fifth,  the  U.S.  submission 
seeks  to  preclude  references  to  a  list  of 
services,  as  has  been  proposed  in  the 
Secretary  General's  draft.  We  believe 
that  a  list  of  services  would  encourage 
the  fencing-off  of  rapidly  developing 
technologies.  Practically  speaking, 
keeping  such  a  list  up  to  date  would  be 
almost  impossible,  given  the  fast  pace 
of  technological  progress.  We  are  aware 
that  some  countries,  especially  in  the 
developing  world,  see  such  a  list  as  a 
way  to  ensure  that  traditional  universal 
services  like  telex  and  telegraph  do  not 
disappear  from  the  international  scene. 
We  think  that  these  concerns  can  be 
met  in  a  suitable  fashion  without  an 
elaborate  listing  of  services. 

Our  diplomatic  effort  for  WATTC 
has  been  underway  for  many  months. 
We  have  discussed  our  concerns  on  the 
proposed  PC/WATTC  draft  with  minis- 
tries of  telecommunications,  economics, 
industry  and  trade,  foreign  affairs,  and 
telecommunications  providers  and  users 
in  Europe,  Africa,  Asia,  and  the  Amer- 
icas. Arthur  Latno,  the  head  of  our 
WATTC  delegation,  is  currently  on  a 
trip  to  five  countries  in  Europe  and 
Asia  to  explain  our  proposals.  We  will 
continue  in  the  remaining  weeks  before 
WATTC  to  try  to  build  an  international 
concensus  on  the  twin  pillars  of  flexibil- 
ity and  neutrality  that  can  make 
WATTC  an  important  milestone  in  ITU 
history. 
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We  can  draw  on  the  example  of  the 
recently  concluded  Space  WARC  [World 
Administrative  Radio  Conference  on 
the  Geostationary  Satellite  Orbit]  con- 
ference for  inspiration.  Space  WARC 
was  conducted  in  an  exemplary  manner 
with  contentious  issues  resolved  sys- 
tematically over  the  5-week  conference 
period.  In  the  end,  the  over  100  nations 
represented  at  the  conference  opted  for 
flexible  approaches  to  allotment  plan- 
ning and  to  improved  procedures  that 
will  allow  technology  to  develop 
optimally. 

I  am  confident,  based  on  my  con- 
versations with  other  administrations, 
that  good  faith  exists  to  reach  a  similar 
consensus  at  WATTC.  If  we  do,  the 
ITU's  goal  of  efficiency,  equity,  and 
comity  in  international  telecommunica- 
tions will  be  enhanced,  as  will  the 
organization's  role  as  a  leader  in  the 
information  revolution.  ■ 


Berne  Convention  Implementation  Act  of  1988 


PRESIDENT'S  STATEMENT, 
OCT.  31,  19881 

Today  we  celebrate  victory  in  the  name 
of  a  right  as  old  as  the  Union  itself  and 
as  central  to  our  Union  as  any:  The 
right  all  Americans  have  to  protect 
their  property.  We're  here  to  sign  into 
law  the  Berne  Convention  Implementa- 
tion Act  of  1988.  It  will  enable  the 
United  States  to  adhere  to  the  Berne 
convention  for  the  protection  of  literary 
and  artistic  works.  The  Berne  conven- 
tion, which  was  originally  concluded  in 
1886  and  approved  by  our  Senate  ear- 
lier this  month,  provides  for  the  protec- 
tion of  copyrighted  works  from 
international  pirates  who  make  their 
living  by  stealing  and  then  selling  the 
creative  accomplishments  of  others. 

With  77  countries  as  members,  in- 
cluding most  of  our  trading  partners, 
the  Berne  convention  features  the  high- 
est internationally  recognized  standards 
for  the  protection  of  works  of  au- 
thorship. Our  membership  will  auto- 
matically grant  the  United  States 
copyright  relations  with  24  new  coun- 
tries and  will  secure  the  highest  avail- 
able level  of  international  copyright 
protection  for  U.S.  artists,  authors, 
and  copyright  holders.  This  is  espe- 
cially significant  because  American 
works  protected  by  copyright — books, 
recordings,  movies,  computer  software 
prominent  among  them — have  been  at 
risk  because  of  differences  between 
U.S.  law  and  the  Berne  convention. 

The  cost  to  Americans  has  been 
substantial  not  only  in  terms  of  the  vio- 
lation of  the  property  rights  of  Ameri- 
cans but  in  terms  of  our  trade  balance 
as  well.  We've  been  running  a  trade 
surplus  of  over  $1  billion  annually  in 


copyrighted  goods,  and  it  would  have 
been  much  larger  had  it  not  been  for 
the  pirating  of  American  copyright 
work.  In  1986  alone,  the  entertainment 
industry  may  have  lost  more  than  $2 
billion  in  potential  revenue,  and  our 
computer  and  software  industries  more 
than  $4  billion  in  potential  revenue. 
That's  why  adherence  to  the  Berne  con- 
vention has  been  such  an  important 
goal  of  the  Administration  and  why  this 
occasion  marks  a  watershed  for  us. 

As  [U.S.  Trade  Representative] 
Ambassador  Clayton  Yeutter  has  said, 
joining  the  Berne  convention  will  also 
boost  U.S.  efforts  to  strengthen  intel- 
lectual property  protection  in  multi- 
lateral negotiations.  In  1986  we 
succeeded  in  placing  the  issue  on  the 
agenda  of  the  Uruguay  Round  of  multi- 
lateral trade  negotiations  and  commit- 
ted the  General  Agreement  on  Tariffs 
and  Trade  to  address  the  relationship 
between  trade  and  intellectual  property 
rights.  When  trade  ministers  meet  in 
Montreal  in  December  for  the  mid-term 
review  of  the  Uruguay  Round,  they 
must  direct  negotiators  to  commence 
substantive  negotiations. 

Officials  in  our  Administration 
worked  closely  with  many  key  Mem- 
bers of  Congress,  such  as  Senator  Pete 
Wilson  and  Congressman  Carlos  Moor- 
head,  to  get  this  bill  passed  in  Con- 
gress. And  we  must  also  remember  our 
good  friend  and  former  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  the  late  Malcolm  Baldrige, 
who  led  the  charge  on  this  legislation. 

And  now,  with  great  pleasure  and 
great  pride,  I  will  sign  the  Berne  Con- 
vention Implementation  Act  into  law. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Nov.  7,  1988. 
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HUMAN  RIGHTS 


Good  News:  Our  Human  Rights  Policy 


by  George  Lister 

Address  at  Florida  International 
University  in  Miami  on  October  3, 
1988.  Mr.  Lister  is  Senior  Policy  Ad- 
viser for  the  Bureau  of  Human  Rights 
and  Humanitarian  Affairs. 

The  invitation  to  speak  to  you  regard- 
ing our  human  rights  policy  was  most 
welcome.  The  subject  is  one  in  which  I 
have  been  involved  for  many  years.  In- 
deed, you  might  say  that  I  was  in  at 
the  creation,  over  a  dozen  years  ago, 
when  our  current  policy  began  to 
evolve.  So  I  am  very  pleased  to  be 
with  you  here  today. 

First,  I  am  going  to  review  briefly 
the  development  of  our  policy  and  its 
specific  human  rights  achievements 
thus  far. 

Second,  I  will  discuss  some  other 
very  important,  though  less  recognized, 
benefits  of  that  policy. 

And  finally,  I  will  say  a  few  words 
about  the  key  roles  played  by  Congress 
and  the  nongovernmental  human  rights 
organizations.  Then  I  will  be  happy  to 
try  to  respond  to  any  questions,  com- 
ments, and  criticism. 

Development  of  U.S. 
Human  Rights  Policy 

First  of  all,  a  quick  review  of  the  devel- 
opment of  our  present  policy  and  the 
results  achieved:  In  the  early  1970s,  hu- 
man rights  advocates,  both  in  and  out 
of  government,  began  urging  that  hu- 
man rights  considerations  be  assigned  a 
higher  priority  in  our  overall  foreign 
policy  and  that  the  United  States  do 
more  to  help  to  protect  and  strengthen 
human  rights  around  the  world.  Over 
time,  and  after  considerable  discussion 
and  controversy,  those  efforts  proved 
generally  successful.  A  separate  Bu- 
reau of  Human  Rights  and  Human- 
itarian Affairs  was  established  in  the 
State  Department  in  1977,  and  the  hu- 
man rights  factor  began  to  be  included 
routinely  in  the  daily  application  of  our 
foreign  policy.  Congress  ruled  that  the 
State  Department  should  prepare  an- 
nual reports  on  human  rights  practices 
in  all  countries  which  are  members  of 
the  United  Nations.  In  brief,  over  time 
and  despite  numerous  problems  and  dif- 
ficulties, our  current  policy  became  in- 
stitutionalized. By  the  way,  the  specific 
human  rights  we  are  discussing  here 


today  are  set  forth  in  the  Universal 
Declaration  of  Human  Rights,  adopted 
by  the  UN  General  Assembly  on  De- 
cember 10,  1948.  I  have  copies  of  the 
declaration  here,  if  you  wish  to  read  it. 

Our  policy  is  supposed  to  be  ap- 
plied evenhandedly  in  all  countries,  re- 
gardless of  their  political  and  economic 
systems.  One  criticism  often  heard  is 
that  we  only  criticize  left  wing  regimes, 
never  rightwing  governments.  That  is 
nonsense.  For  example,  if  you  read  our 
annual  human  rights  reports,  I  believe 
you  will  find  that  they  are  generally 
free  of  political  bias  and  discuss  a  mul- 
titude of  human  rights  violations  by 
both  the  right  and  the  left.  At  our 
annual  December  10  Human  Rights  Day 
commemoration  in  the  White  House, 
both  the  President  and  Assistant  Secre- 
tary Richard  Schifter,  the  head  of  our 
Human  Rights  Bureau,  have  cited  hu- 
man rights  violations  in  a  wide  variety 
of  countries,  including  Iran,  the 
U.S.S.R.,  Paraguay,  South  Africa, 
and  Cuba.  Victims  of  both  leftwing 
and  rightwing  oppression  have  been 
included  among  the  honored  guests 
at  these  ceremonies. 

As  to  specific  human  rights 
achievements  over  the  past  dozen  years 
or  so,  it  is  easy  to  see  encouraging  evi- 
dence of  the  effectiveness  of  our  policy. 
For  example,  our  diplomatic  efforts 
have  contributed  directly  and/or  indi- 
rectly to  a  reduction  of  torture  in  some 
countries,  releases  of  political  pris- 
oners, the  holding  of  honest  elections, 
the  lifting  of  states  of  siege,  visits  by 
human  rights  inspection  teams,  and  the 
relaxation  of  censorship,  to  name  just  a 
few  results.  I  am  not  suggesting  that 
the  U.S.  Government  deserves  the  sole 
credit  for  this  progress.  Obviously,  hu- 
man rights  advocates  around  the  world 
play  leading  roles.  But  we  have  made 
a  major  contribution,  and  we  can  be 
proud  of  that  record. 

Now,  of  course,  I  am  greatly  over- 
simplifying because  of  lack  of  tinie. 
None  of  this  has  been  as  easy  or  simple 
as  I  am  making  it  sound.  Foreign  rela- 
tions can  become  extremely  compli- 
cated, and  our  primary  goal  must  be 
the  preservation  of  a  democratic  United 
States  in  a  dangerous  world.  Clearly, 
our  human  rights  policy,  in  itself,  pro- 
vides no  guarantee  against  poor  judg- 
ment and  failures  in  our  overall  foreign 
policy.  Moreover,  there  is  no  reliable 
prescription  for  helping  human  rights, 
and  it  is  often  unclear  exactly  which 


tactics  are  most  likely  to  advance  the 
human  rights  cause  at  any  given  time 
and  place.  Our  performance,  especially 
in  the  early  years,  sometimes  has  been 
uneven  and  spotty.  But  I  would  say 
that,  on  balance,  our  record  on  behalf 
of  individual  human  rights  has  been 
quite  good. 

Impact  of  Human  Rights 
on  U.S.  Foreign  Policy 

I  am  sure  there  are  many  who  would 
agree  with  what  I  have  said  thus  far, 
although,  certainly,  there  are  also  many 
others  who  would  disagree.  But  now  I 
want  to  focus  for  a  moment  on  one  as- 
pect of  our  human  rights  policy  which 
has  been  almost  totally  ignored;  that  is, 
how  our  human  rights  policy  has  helped 
us  to  avoid  some  potential  shortcomings 
in  our  daily  overall  foreign  policy  imple- 
mentation. The  following  are  just  three 
examples. 

One  potential  weakness  in  diplo- 
macy is  called  "clientitis,"  or  the  tend- 
ency to  identify  with  the  foreign 
government  with  which  we  are  dealing. 
Naturally,  we  would  like  to  have  good 
relations  with  most  governments,  and 
there  is  a  very  understandable  tend- 
ency for,  let  us  say,  our  ambassador  in 
Country  X  to  seek  to  remain  on  good 
terms  with  the  local  Foreign  Office, 
while  the  State  Department  endeavors 
to  do  the  same  with  the  Country  X 
Embassy  in  Washington.  That  makes 
bureaucratic  life  much  more  pleasant. 
As  a  result,  there  can  sometimes  be  a 
conscious  and/or  unconscious  tendency 
to  try  to  minimize  "problems"  which 
seem  to  threaten  such  good  relations. 
Human  rights  violations  are  often  one 
of  those  problems. 

But  with  the  higher  priority  now 
accorded  human  rights,  I  believe  there 
is  considerably  less  danger  of  clientitis. 
I  think  the  present  system  has  come  to 
work  reasonably  well,  and  our  diplo- 
mats are  aware  of  the  importance  now 
attached  to  human  rights  considera- 
tions. And  when  there  are  differences 
of  views  which  cannot  be  resolved  at 
the  bureau  level,  they  can  always  be 
referred  to  the  Deputy  Secretary  of 
State  or  the  Secretary.  Thus,  the  hu- 
man rights  factor  often  helps  us  to 
maintain  a  healthy  distance  from  other 
governments. 

Another  potential  weakness  is  the 
tendency  to  identify  a  country  with  a 
government,  so  that,  for  example,  if  we 
enjoy  good  relations  with  the  Govern- 
ment of  Country  X  it  may  sometimes 
be  assumed  that  our  relations  with 
Country  X  are  good.  Of  course,  quite 
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the  opposite  may  be  true.  A  dic- 
tatorship can  be  in  complete  control  of 
a  country,  but  with  a  high  percentage 
of  the  population  strongly  opposed  to 
it.  There  may  well  be  serious  problems 
in  our  relations  with  a  country's  popula- 
tion which  do  not  surface  in  our  discus- 
sions with  its  government.  Our  human 
rights  policy  helps  us  to  bring  into 
proper  focus  our  relations  with  the 
entire  country. 

A  third  possible  weakness  to  be 
avoided  is  a  tendency  to  neglect  contact 
with  some  democratic  elements  on  the 
left  which  are  highly  critical  of  the 
United  States.  Daily  application  of  our 
human  rights  policy  inevitably  involves 
contact  with  many  such  elements,  often 
including  victims  of  human  rights  per- 
secution. The  value  of  such  contact  is 
easily  underestimated.  My  own  experi- 
ence in  depth  has  been  that  there  are 
many  leftists,  especially  in  the  so-called 
Third  World,  who  are  strongly  opposed 
to  what  they  assume  to  be  the  policies 
of  the  United  States  but  who  have 
never  been  here  and  are  incredibly  un- 
informed and  misinformed  about  our 
country  and  government.  Dialogue  with 
many  such  people — although,  of  course, 
not  all  of  them — frequently  proves  mu- 
tually beneficial.  Among  other  things, 
such  dialogue  can  help  us  to  make  the 
vital  distinction  between  the  democratic 
left — those  who  often  seek  profound  po- 
litical, economic,  and  social  change,  but 
with  protection  for  human  rights — and 
the  antidemocratic  left — those  working 
for  the  establishment  of  a  dictatorship. 

These  three  examples  illustrate,  I 
believe,  why  our  human  rights  policy 
has  been  helpful  not  only  to  individual 
human  rights  victims  but  also  in  the 
daily  implementation  of  our  foreign  pol- 
icy. However,  there  is  another,  even 
wider,  area  in  which  our  human  rights 
policy  has  achieved  a  noteworthy 
impact,  and  that  is  in  our  contribution 
to  the  cause  of  genuine  democracy 
throughout  the  world,  resulting  in  an 
improved  role  and  image  for  the  United 
States  on  the  international  political 
scene. 

For  one  thing,  in  the  past  dozen 
years  or  so,  the  United  States  has  come 
to  be  identified  with  the  cause  of  hu- 
man rights.  Our  views,  advice,  and 
support  are  constantly  sought  on  behalf 
of  that  cause.  Many  human  rights  vic- 
tims across  the  political  spectrum  now 
appeal  to  our  embassies  for  assistance. 
Even  those  who  are  critical  of  our  per- 
formance identify  us  with  the  cause, 
accusing  us  of  not  living  up  to  our  pro- 
claimed standards.  That  would  have 


been  unusual  20  years  ago  and  speaks 
well  for  our  human  rights  policy. 

In  this  connection,  it  is  relevant  to 
point  out  that  communist  propaganda 
has  long  portrayed  the  United  States  as 
supporting  rightwing  dictatorships — 
and,  indeed,  this  is  still  an  obvious  ob- 
jective of,  for  example,  broadcasts  from 
Moscow  and  Havana.  The  reasons  for 
this  are  readily  apparent.  A  favorite 
communist  Third  World  scenario  is  one 
in  which  a  country  is  ruled  by  an  op- 
pressive and  unpopular  rightwing  dic- 
tatorship, employing  both  torture  and 
death  squads  to  stay  in  power,  while 
the  great  mass  of  the  population  see  no 
opportunity  to  improve  their  lot  peace- 
fully. As  Lenin  said:  "the  worse,  the 
better."  Then  a  desperate  people  can  be 
persuaded  to  support  a  revolutionary 
movement  intent  on  establishing  still 
another  communist  dictatorship,  al- 
though, of  course,  the  insurgents'  pro- 
claimed public  program  focuses  almost 
entirely  on  the  injustices  prevailing, 
not  on  the  solutions  to  follow.  And  if 
the  United  States  can  credibly  be  por- 
trayed as  supporting  the  rightwing 
dictator,  that  helps  to  feed  resentment 
and  to  show  us  as  on  the  side  of  the 
oppressors,  while  the  Soviets  appear 
to  be  on  the  side  of  the  oppressed. 

Our  human  rights  policy  has  done 
much  to  counter  such  propaganda.  I 
would  venture  to  guess  that,  over  the 
past  dozen  years,  far  more  people  have 
come  to  identify  the  Soviet  Union  with 
oppression,  while  many  more  now 
associate  us  with  the  cause  of  human 
rights — and  rightly  so. 

Indeed,  nowhere  does  our  human 
rights  policy  seem  to  have  produced  a 
more  dramatic  impact  than  in  our  rela- 
tions with  the  U.S.S.R.  itself.  Today, 
we  frequently  meet  with  Soviet  repre- 
sentatives, both  here  and  in  Moscow, 
to  discuss  human  rights  issues.  And, 
meanwhile,  the  human  rights  cause  has 
achieved  noteworthy  progress  in  the 
Soviet  Union  and  in  parts  of  Eastern 
Europe,  to  an  extent  that  would  have 
been  unbelievable  just  a  few  years  ago. 

Possibly  the  most  remarkable  re- 
cent success  in  the  international  field  of 
human  rights  has  been  the  UN  Human 
Rights  Commission's  opportunity  to 
visit  Cuba  this  past  September.  For 
years,  Castro  has  succeeded  in  avoiding 
the  human  rights  spotlight.  But,  finally, 
he  was  forced  by  world  opinion  to  ac- 
cept a  UN  inspection  team.  Once  that 
visit  became  inevitable,  Havana  tried  to 
put  it  in  the  best  possible  light,  por- 
traying the  visitors  as  responding  to  an 
invitation.  But,  of  course,  the  visit  rep- 
resents a  major  victory  for  the  Cuban 
people  and  the  cause  of  human  rights. 


Once  again,  I  am  not  claiming  that 
all  of  these  gains  are  due  solely  to  our 
human  rights  policy.  Foreign  affairs  are 
far  more  complicated  than  that.  But  our 
human  rights  efforts  have  been  a  major 
factor  contributing  to  those  changes, 
and  that  is  no  mean  achievement. 

The  Role  of  Congress 

Of  course,  no  discussion  of  our  human 
rights  activity  can  be  complete  with- 
out reference  to  the  important  role  of 
Congress,  both  as  coformulator  of  our 
policy  and  as  monitor  of  our  implemen- 
tation thereof.  I  have  already  men- 
tioned the  annual  human  rights  reports 
mandated  by  Congress.  Congressional 
legislation  and  resolutions  often  have  a 
direct  effect  on  human  rights  policy.  In 
addition,  many  congressional  offices  are 
in  frequent  contact  with  our  bureau 
with  questions  regarding  individual  hu- 
man rights  cases.  Moreover,  there  are 
now  frequent  congressional  hearings  at 
which  the  Department  is  called  upon  to 
testify  concerning  specific  issues  and 
countries.  Such  congressional  interest 
and  activity  reflect  a  marked  change 
from  some  15  or  20  years  ago.  For  ex- 
ample, I  recall,  back  in  the  early  1970s, 
how  surprised  some  of  us  were  at  a 
congressional  request  for  the  Depart- 
ment to  testify  on  the  honesty  of  an 
election  just  held  in  a  Latin  American 
country.  Now  such  invitations  are  al- 
most routine. 

I  believe  that,  on  balance,  this  con- 
gressional interest  and  activity  exert  a 
healthy  influence  on  our  policy.  On  the 
other  hand,  of  course,  sometimes  hu- 
man rights  issues  can  be  exploited  for 
partisan  political  purposes.  I  recall  a 
Latin  American  friend — a  woman  with 
an  excellent  human  rights  record — once 
remarking  to  me  with  some  exaspera- 
tion: "I'm  not  interested  in  your  two 
political  parties;  I  want  democracy  in 
my  country." 

The  Role  of  Nongovernmental 
Organizations 

Now,  in  conclusion,  a  few  words  on 
the  very  valuable  work  performed  by 
private  human  rights  groups  and  orga- 
nizations— the  nongovernmental  organi- 
zations; the  NGOs,  as  we  call  them — 
such  as  Amnesty  International,  Human 
Rights  Watch,  the  International  League 
for  Human  Rights,  and  many  others. 
These  organizations  play  a  key  role  in 
gathering  details  on  human  rights  vio- 
lations around  the  world  and  in  helping 
the  victims  of  such  violations.  In  so  do- 
ing, the  NGOs  frequently  obtain  infor- 
mation and  insights  unavailable  to  our 
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government  and,  thus,  provide  as- 
sistance in  the  implementation  of  our 
human  rights  policy. 

At  the  same  time,  many  of  these 
groups  are  frequent  critics  of  the  State 
Department's  performance,  criticizing 
our  human  rights  reports,  our  public 
statements  or  absence  thereof,  and  our 
policy  implementation  as  they  see  it. 
And  there  is  certainly  nothing  wrong 
with  criticizing  our  government,  espe- 
cially if  that  criticism  is  reasonably  ac- 
curate. Accurate,  constructive  criticism 
can  be  very  helpful.  I  would  go  further 
and  say  it  is  indispensable. 

Having  said  that,  however,  I  want 
to  discuss  for  a  moment  the  overall  per- 
formance of  these  private  organizations. 
Just  as  there  is  nothing  wrong  with 
NGOs  criticizing  the  State  Department, 
so  I  see  nothing  wrong  with  our  offer- 
ing some  constructive  criticism  as  to 
their  performance.  And  I  speak  as  one 
who  is  a  member  of  Amnesty  Interna- 
tional and  has  many  friends  in  the  hu- 
man rights  movement.  Over  the  years, 
some  of  them  have  been  more  effective 
than  they  realize,  and  I  salute  them. 

First  of  all,  I  am  inclined  to  sepa- 
rate NGOs  into  two  general  groups: 

•  Those  which  are  prepared  to  crit- 
icize human  rights  violations  by  left- 
wing  as  well  as  rightwing  governments 
and  organizations;  and 

•  Then  those  which  are  eloquent 
in  their  criticism  of  rightwing  dic- 
tatorships but  either  remain  silent 
about  the  same  crimes  committed  by 
leftwing  dictatorships  or  at  least  seek 
to  minimize  them. 

It  is  noteworthy  that  some  in  this 
latter  group  are  the  most  vociferous  in 
accusing  the  State  Department  of  ideo- 
logical hypocrisy  and  a  double  stand- 
ard, of  favoring  rightwing  dictatorships 
over  leftist  regimes. 

How  can  this  be  explained?  Well,  a 
few  NGOs  apparently  see  human  rights 
merely  as  a  political  issue  to  be  ex- 
ploited to  advance  their  own  political 
objectives.  Fortunately,  I  would  guess 
such  organizations  are  a  very  small  mi- 
nority, and  I  do  not  wish  to  devote  fur- 
ther time  to  them  here  today.  However, 
the  problem  of  the  double  standard  is 
not  that  simple.  Unfortunately,  there 
are  genuine  human  rights  activists  who 
tend  to  apply  a  double  standard  for  a 
variety  of  reasons.  For  example,  some 
seem  to  be  influenced  by  domestic  po- 
litical considerations — Democrats  v.  Re- 
publicans, or  conservatives  v.  liberals. 
Thus,  there  are  those  who  tend  to 
judge  our  human  rights  policy  and 


performance  mainly  on  the  basis  of 
whether  one  prefers  an  incumbent  ad- 
ministration or  a  previous  administra- 
tion of  another  party.  The  fact  is  that 
our  human  rights  policy  is  bipartisan  in 
origin  and  should  remain  so.  The  imple- 
mentation of  our  human  rights  policy 
should  be  evaluated  on  its  merits,  not 
on  the  basis  of  domestic  political 
considerations. 

Another,  perhaps  more  subtle,  fac- 
tor which  tends  to  produce  the  double 
standard  is  the  reluctance  of  some 
NGOs  to  criticize  human  rights  vio- 
lations by  governments  which  are  hos- 
tile to  the  United  States,  especially  if 
one  also  dislikes  our  government  or  at 
least  an  incumbent  administration.  One 
striking  example  of  this  problem  is  pro- 
vided in  Against  All  Hope,  the  book  in 
which  human  rights  activist  Armando 
Valladares  describes  his  22  years  in 
Cuban  jails.  Valladares  tells  how  his 
wife  visited  Europe,  speaking  to  politi- 
cians, journalists,  and  intellectuals  on 
his  behalf.  At  one  point,  a  well-known 
democratic  leader  urged  Ms.  Valladares 
to  desist  from  her  campaign.  When  she 
asked  why  he  would  not  speak  out  on 
human  rights  violations  in  Cuba,  he 
is  quoted  as  replying:  "Because  that 
would  be  giving  the  Americans  a  pub- 
licity weapon."  Should  we  refrain  from 
criticizing  human  rights  violations  in, 
for  example,  South  Africa  or  Chile  on 
the  grounds  that  such  criticism  would 
be  useful  to  the  communists? 

It  seems  to  me  that  if  one  is  genu- 
inely devoted  to  the  human  rights  cause 
one  should  be  opposed  to  human  rights 
violations  wherever  they  occur — includ- 
ing, of  course,  the  United  States.  And 
in  countries  with  free  speech,  it  is  well 
within  the  reach  of  everyone  to  criticize 
our  government  every  day,  if  so  de- 
sired, while  also  opposing  violations  in 
Cuba,  the  U.S.S.R.,  South  Korea,  or 
wherever.  Indeed,  NGOs  should  realize 
that  their  willingness  to  be  objective 
and  candid  in  their  criticism  of  all  vio- 
lations will  make  their  criticism  of  our 
government  more  effective. 

Lastly,  it  seems  obvious  that,  just 
as  our  foreign  policy  should  make  the 
important  distinction  between  the  dem- 
ocratic and  antidemocratic  left,  so 
should  genuine  advocates  of  human 
rights  among  the  NGOs.  Yet  it  is  disap- 
pointing to  note  how  many  of  the  latter 
fail  to  do  so — for  example,  accepting  as 
"democratic"  some  avowedly  Leninist 
political  parties  which  support  commu- 
nist regimes  with  appalling  human 
rights  records.  And,  incidentally,  the 
failure  of  human  rights  advocates  to 
make  this  distinction  plays  directly  into 
the  hands  of  apologists  for  rightwing 


dictatorships,  who  welcome  the  oppor- 
tunity to  dismiss  all  human  rights  ac- 
tivity as  "communist  propaganda  and 
agitation."  I  suggest  that  NGOs  would 
do  well  to  focus  more  on  some  of  the 
striking  similarities  of  the  struggle  for 
human  rights  under  rightwing  and  left- 
wing  regimes,  such  as  in  Poland  and 
Chile. 

Conclusion 

Well,  to  sum  up,  I  submit  that  the  insti- 
tutionalizing of  our  human  rights  policy 
was  one  of  the  wisest  and  most  signifi- 
cant decisions  ever  made  by  the  State 
Department  and  one  which  has  proved 
to  be  very  much  in  our  own  interest. 
It  certainly  has  not  been  easy,  but  we 
have  come  a  long  way  in  the  last  few 
years.  We  still  have  a  long  way  to  go. 
Inevitably,  our  performance  is  imper- 
fect. Human  rights  advocates,  both  in 
and  out  of  government,  can  help  each 
other.  Let's  work  together. 


Genocide  Convention 
Implementation  Act 
Act  of  1987 


President  Reagan's  remarks  at  the 
signing  ceremony  of  the  Genocide  Con- 
vention Implementation  Act  of  1987  in 
Chicago  on  November  4,  1988,  and  the 
text  of  a  White  House  fact  sheet. 


PRESIDENT'S  REMARKS1 

We  gather  today  to  bear  witness  to  the 
past  and  learn  from  its  awful  example 
to  make  sure  we  are  not  condemned  to 
relive  its  crimes.  I  am  today  signing 
the  Genocide  Convention  Implementa- 
tion Act  of  1987,  which  will  permit  the 
United  States  to  become  party  to  the 
International  Convention  on  the  Pre- 
vention and  Punishment  of  the  Crime  of 
Genocide  that  was  approved  by  the  UN 
General  Assembly  in  1948. 

During  the  Second  World  War, 
mankind  witnessed  the  most  heinous  of 
crimes — the  Holocaust.  After  the  war, 
the  nations  of  the  world  came  together 
and  drafted  the  genocide  convention  as 
a  howl  of  anguish  and  an  effort  to  pre- 
vent and  punish  future  acts  of  genocide. 
The  United  States  signed  the  conven- 
tion and  in  1949,  President  Truman  re- 
quested the  Senate's  advice  and  consent 
to  ratification. 
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In  1986,  the  Senate  gave  its  con- 
sent conditioned  upon  enactment  of  im- 
plementing legislation.  We  finally  close 
the  circle  today  by  signing  the  imple- 
menting legislation  that  will  permit  the 
United  States  to  ratify  the  convention 
and  formally  join  97  nations  of  the 
world  in  condemning  genocide  and 
treating  it  as  a  crime. 

I  am  delighted  to  fulfill  the  prom- 
ise made  by  Harry  Truman  to  all  the 
peoples  of  the  world — and  especially 
the  Jewish  people.  I  remember  what 
the  Holocaust  meant  to  me  as  I 
watched  the  films  of  the  death  camps 
after  the  Nazi  defeat  in  World  War 
Two.  Slavs,  Gypsies,  and  others  died  in 
the  fires  as  well.  And  we've  seen  other 
horrors  this  century — in  the  Ukraine, 
in  Cambodia,  in  Ethiopia.  They  only  re- 
new our  rage  and  righteous  fury  and 
make  this  moment  all  the  more  signifi- 
cant for  me  and  all  Americans. 

Under  this  legislation,  any  U.S. 
national  or  any  person  in  the  United 
States  who  kills  members  of  a  national, 
ethnic,  racial,  or  religious  group  with 
the  specific  intent  of  destroying  that 
group  in  whole  or  in  substantial  part, 
may  spend  his  or  her  life  in  prison. 
Lesser  acts  of  violence  are  punishable 
by  as  much  as  20  years  in  prison  and  a 
fine  of  up  to  $1  million.  While  I  would 
have  preferred  that  Congress  had 
adopted  the  Administration's  proposal 
to  permit  the  death  penalty  for  those 
convicted  of  committing  genocidal  mur- 
ders, this  legislation  still  represents  a 
strong  and  clear  statement  by  the 
United  States  that  it  will  punish  acts  of 
genocide  with  the  force  of  law  and  the 
righteousness  of  justice. 

Timing  of  the  enactment  is  particu- 
larly fitting,  for  we  are  commemorating 
a  Week  of  Remembrance  of  the  Kris- 
tallnacht,  the  infamous  "night  of  bro- 
ken glass,"  which  occurred  50  years  ago 
on  November  9,  1938.  That  night,  Nazis 
in  Germany  and  Austria  conducted  a 
nationwide  pogrom  against  the  Jewish 
people.  By  the  morning  of  Novem- 
ber 10th,  scores  of  Jews  were  dead, 
hundreds  bleeding,  shops  and  homes  in 
ruins,  and  synagogues  defiled  and  de- 
based. That  was  the  night  that  began 
the  Holocaust,  the  night  that  should 
have  alerted  the  world  to  the  gruesome 
design  of  the  final  solution. 

This  legislation  resulted  from  the 
i  cooperation  of  our  Administration  and 
many  in  Congress — such  as  Congress- 
men Henry  Hyde,  Jack  Davis,  and  John 
[Porter,  and  Senator  Bill  Proxmire— to 
i  ensure  that  the  United  States  redou- 
bles its  efforts  to  gain  universal  ob- 
servance of  human  rights. 


We  pay  tribute  to  those  who  suf- 
fered that  night  and  all  the  nights  that 
followed  upon  it  with  our  action  today. 


WHITE  HOUSE  FACT  SHEET* 

President  Reagan  today  signed  legisla- 
tion which  amends  the  U.S.  criminal 
code  to  allow  the  United  States  to 
ratify  the  International  Convention  on 
the  Prevention  and  Punishment  of  the 
Crime  of  Genocide.  The  convention  was 
adopted  by  the  UN  General  Assembly 
and  signed  by  the  United  States  in 
1948.  The  United  States  will  join 
97  other  nations  which  have  ratified  the 
genocide  treaty. 

The  President  actively  supported 
the  genocide  treaty  and  urged  the  U.S. 
Senate  to  give  its  long-overdue  consent 
to  this  important  international  agree- 
ment. The  Senate  gave  its  consent  to 
ratification  on  February  19,  1986,  on  the 
condition  that  implementing  legislation 
be  enacted.  That  legislation,  passed  by 
Congress  overwhelmingly  last  month 
[October  19,  1988],  was  signed  by  the 
President  today. 

Treaty  Background 

The  International  Convention  on  Gen- 
ocide, which  declared  genocide  to  be  a 
crime  under  international  law,  was 
drafted  in  response  to  the  Nazi  Holo- 
caust and  was  approved  unanimously  by 
the  UN  General  Assembly  on  De- 
cember 9,  1948.  The  United  States  was 
the  first  nation  to  sign  the  treaty. 

On  June  16,  1949,  President 
Harry  S  Truman  submitted  the  treaty 
to  the  Senate  for  its  advice  and  con- 
sent. Every  president  from  Truman  to 
Reagan  urged  the  Senate  to  act. 

President  Reagan's  support,  along 
with  the  efforts  of  numerous  senators 
of  both  parties,  moved  the  Senate  to 
finally  consent  to  the  genocide  treaty 
after  nearly  37  years. 

Terms  of  the  Treaty 

The  act  defines  genocide  as  acting  with 
a  "specific  intent  to  destroy,  in  whole  or 
in  substantial  part,  a  national,  ethnic, 
racial  or  religious  group." 

It  will  be  a  Federal  crime  of  gen- 
ocide to  commit,  or  attempt  to  commit, 
specified  acts  on  members  of  such 
groups.  These  acts  are: 

•  Killing; 

•  Causing  serious  bodily  injury; 

•  Causing  permanent  mental  im- 
pairment through  drugs,  torture,  or 
similar  techniques; 


•  Subjecting  to  conditions  of  life 
intended  to  cause  physical  destruction; 

•  Imposing  measures  to  prevent 
births;  and 

•  Forcibly  transferring  children  of 
the  group  to  another  group. 

Genocide  would  also  include  trying 
to  prevent  births  within  such  a  group 
or  using  force  to  remove  children  from 
the  group. 

When  death  results  from  a  crime  of 
genocide,  the  penalty  will  be  life  im- 
prisonment and  a  fine  of  up  to  $1 
million. 

In  other  instances,  the  penalty  will 
be  a  fine  of  up  to  $1  million  and  20 
years  in  prison.  Anyone  who  incited  an- 
other to  violate  the  law  could  be  fined 
up  to  $500,000  and  imprisoned  up  to  5 
years. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Nov.  6,  1988. 

2Text  from  White  House  press  re- 
lease. ■ 


U.S. -Canadian 
No-Takeoff  Declaration 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
NOV.  2,  19881 

The  Governments  of  Canada  and  the 
United  States  today  issued  the  follow- 
ing declaration. 

The  Governments  of  Canada  and  the 
United  States  agree  that,  except  under  ex- 
traordinary circumstances,  they  will  not  al- 
low hijacked  aircraft  which  have  landed  in 
their  territory  to  take  off  again.  They  will 
also  make  every  effort  to  consult  with  the 
state  of  the  operator  of  the  aircraft.  The 
two  governments,  in  accordance  with  inter- 
national obligations,  will  take  all  appropri- 
ate measures  to  restore  control  of  a 
hijacked  aircraft  to  its  lawful  commander 
and  to  detain  the  hijackers  for  the  purpose 
of  prosecution  or  extradition. 

This  is  another  step  in  our  common 
fight  against  terrorism.  It  will  help  to 
deter  hijackings  by  not  permitting  ter- 
rorists to  move  an  aircraft  looking  for  a 
sympathetic  government  or  shopping 
for  concessions.  We  hope  that  this  no- 
takeoff  policy  will  receive  the  broadest 
possible  application  among  the  coun- 
tries of  the  world. 


'Read  to  news  correspondents  by  De- 
partment spokesman  Charles  Redman.  ■ 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/January  1989 


39 


UNITED  NATIONS 


UN  Calls  for  Full  Implementation 
of  Afghanistan  Peace  Accords 


Following  is  a  statement  by  Am- 
bassador Vernon  A.  Walters,  U.S.  Per- 
manent Representative  to  the  United 
Nations,  in  the  UN  General  Assembly 
on  November  3,  1988,  and  text  of  the 
UN  General  Assembly  resolution 
adopted  that  day. 


AMBASSADOR  WALTERS' 
STATEMENT 

This  resolution,  adopted  by  consensus, 
is  consistent  with  previous  Afghanistan 
resolutions  adopted  annually  in  the 
General  Assembly  since  1979  by  over- 
whelming votes  which  called  for  with- 
drawal of  foreign  troops  and  Afghan 
self-determination . 

I  consider  this  resolution  one  more 
indication  of  success  of  our  policy  in 
this  area.  It  is  also  a  tribute  to  the 
brave  Afghan  freedom  fighters  whose 
courage  has  helped  create,  once  again, 
the  hope  of  a  free  and  independent 
Afghanistan. 

The  resolution  adopted  today  has 
the  following  important,  fundamental 
elements. 

•  First,  it  explicitly  notes  that 
Afghanistan's  travail  has  resulted  from 
"the  violation  of  principles  of  the 
United  Nations  Charter  and  of  the  rec- 
ognized norms  of  inter-state  conduct." 

•  Second,  it  calls  for  completion  of 
the  withdrawal  of  foreign  (i.e.,  Soviet) 
troops  in  accordance  with  the  Geneva 
accords. 

•Third,  it  reaffirms  the  Afghan 
people's  right  to  self-determination. 

•  Fourth,  it  calls  for  the  preserva- 
tion of  Afghanistan's  territorial  integ- 
rity and  political  independence. 

The  fact  that  the  resolution  was 
adopted  by  consensus  means  that  the 
Soviets  supported  it.  In  taking  this  ac- 
tion today,  the  international  community 
served  notice  that  it  expects  the  Soviet 
Union  to  abide  by  this  resolution  and  to 
abide  fully  by  its  commitments  under 
the  Geneva  accords,  including  total 
troop  withdrawal  no  later  than  Febru- 
ary 15,  1989. 

Unfortunately,  Soviet  actions  in 
Afghanistan  in  recent  days — the  intro- 
duction of  high  performance  aircraft 
and  their  use  in  offensive  operations 
against  the  mujahidin  and  the  intro- 
duction of  other  advanced  weaponry 


into  Afghanistan — are  not  consistent 
with  the  intent  and  words  of  the  resolu- 
tion adopted  here. 

These  actions  will  increase  the  suf- 
fering of  the  Afghan  people  but  will  not 
alter  the  outcome.  They  are  to  be  con- 
demned. I  consider  them  acts  of  des- 
peration. The  world  expects  the  Soviets 
to  conform  their  actions  in  Afghanistan 
to  the  resolution  to  which  they  and  the 
entire  international  community  have 
just  adhered. 


GENERAL  ASSEMBLY 
RESOLUTION  43/202 

The  General  Assembly 

Having  considered  the  item  entitled 
"The  situation  in  Afghanistan  and  its  im- 
plications for  international  peace  and 
security," 

Reaffirming  the  purposes  and  princi- 
ples of  the  Charter  of  the  United  Nations 
and  the  obligation  of  all  States  to  refrain  in 
their  international  relations  from  the 
threat  or  use  of  force  against  the  sov- 
ereignty, territorial  integrity  and  political 
independence  of  any  State, 

Reaffirming  further  the  inalienable 
right  of  all  peoples  to  determine  their  own 
form  of  government  and  to  choose  their 
own  economic,  political  and  social  system 
free  from  outside  intervention,  subversion, 
coercion  or  constraint  of  any  kind 
whatsoever, 

Gravely  concerned  at  the  situation  in 
Afghanistan,  which  results  from  the  vio- 
lation of  principles  of  the  Charter  of  the 
United  Nations  and  of  the  recognized 
norms  of  inter-State  conduct, 

Noting  the  conclusion  at  Geneva,  on 
14  April  1988,  of  the  Agreements  on  the 
Settlement  of  the  Situation  Relating  to 
Afghanistan,  and  the  partial  withdrawal  of 
foreign  troops  in  accordance  with  the 
agreed  time-frame, 

Aware  of  the  continuing  concern  of  the 
international  community  at  the  sufferings 
of  the  Afghan  people  and  the  magnitude  of 
the  social  and  economic  problems  posed  to 
Pakistan  and  Iran  by  the  presence  on  their 
soil  of  millions  of  Afghan  refugees, 

Deeply  conscious  of  the  urgent  need 
for  a  comprehensive  political  solution  of 
the  situation  in  respect  of  Afghanistan, 

Conscious  that  a  successful  final  politi- 
cal settlement  of  the  Afghanistan  problem 
would  have  a  favourable  impact  on  the  in- 
ternational situation  and  provide  an  impe- 
tus for  the  resolution  of  other  acute 
regional  conflicts, 

Expressing  its  appreciation  to  the 
Secretary-General  and  his  Personal  Repre- 
sentative for  their  efforts  to  bring  about 
peace  and  security, 


Taking  note  of  the  report  of  the 
Secretary-General,  [A/43/720-S/20230]  and 
the  status  of  the  process  of  political 
settlement, 

1.  Welcomes  the  conclusion  at  Geneva, 
on  14  April  1988,  of  the  Agreements  on  the 
Settlement  of  the  Situation  Relating  to 
Afghanistan  under  United  Nations  aus- 
pices, which  constitute  an  important  step 
towards  a  comprehensive  political  solution 
of  the  Afghanistan  problem; 

2.  Expresses  its  deep  appreciation  to 
the  Secretary-General  and  his  Personal 
Representative  for  their  constant  efforts 
to  achieve  a  political  solution  of  the 
Afghanistan  problem; 

3.  Calls  for  the  scrupulous  respect  for 
and  faithful  implementation  of  Geneva 
Agreements  by  all  parties  concerned  who 
should  fully  abide  by  their  letter  and 
spirit; 

4.  Notes  the  continuing  process 
of  withdrawal  of  foreign  troops  from 
Afghanistan  and  expresses  its  expectation 
that  the  withdrawal  will  be  completed  in 
accordance  with  the  relevant  provisions  of 
the  Geneva  Agreements; 

5.  Reiterates  that  the  preservation  of 
the  sovereignty,  territorial  integrity,  politi- 
cal independence  and  non-aligned  character 
of  Afghanistan  is  essential  for  a  peaceful 
solution  of  the  Afghanistan  problem; 

6.  Reaffirms  the  right  of  the  Afghan 
people  to  determine  their  own  form  of  gov- 
ernment and  to  choose  their  economic,  po- 
litical and  social  system  free  from  outside 
intervention,  subversion,  coercion  or  con- 
straint of  any  kind  whatsoever; 

7.  Calls  upon  all  parties  concerned  to 
work  for  the  urgent  achievement  of  a  com- 
prehensive political  solution  and  the  crea- 
tion of  the  necessary  conditions  of  peace 
and  normalcy  that  would  enable  the 
Afghan  refugees  to  return  voluntarily  to 
their  homeland  in  safety  and  honour; 

8.  Emphasizes  the  need  for  an  intra- 
Afghan  dialogue  for  the  establishment  of  a 
broad-based  government  to  ensure  the 
broadest  support  and  immediate  participa- 
tion of  all  segments  of  the  Afghan  people; 

9.  Requests  the  Secretary-General  and 
his  Personal  Representative  to  encourage 
and  facilitate  the  early  realization  of  a 
comprehensive  political  settlement  in 
Afghanistan  in  accordance  with  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Geneva  Agreements  and  of  the 
present  resolution; 

10.  Renew  its  appeal  to  all  States  and 
national  and  international  organizations  to 
continue  to  extend  humanitarian  relief  as- 
sistance with  a  view  to  alleviating  the 
hardship  of  the  refugees,  in  co-ordination 
with  the  United  Nations  High  Commis- 
sioner for  Refugees; 

11.  Welcomes  the  appointment  of  a  Spe- 
cial Co-ordinator  for  channelling  economic 
and  humanitarian  assistance  to  the  people 
of  Afghanistan; 

12.  Calls  upon  all  States  to  provide 
adequate  financial  and  material  resources 
to  the  Special  Co-ordinator  for  the  pur- 
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poses  of  achieving  the  speedy  repatriation 
and  rehabilitation  of  the  Afghan  refugees 
as  well  as  for  the  economic  and  social  re- 
construction of  the  country; 

13.  Requests  the  Secretary-General  to 
keep  Member  States  and  the  Security 
Council  informed  of  progress  towards  the 
implementation  of  the  present  resolution 
and  to  submit  to  the  General  Assembly  at 
its  forty-fourth  session  a  report  on  the 
situation  in  Afghanistan,  on  progress 


achieved  in  the  implementation  of  the  Gen- 
eva Agreements  and  the  political  settle- 
ment relating  to  Afghanistan; 

14.  Decides  to  include  in  the  provi- 
sional agenda  of  its  forty-fourth  session  the 
item  entitled  "The  situation  in  Afghanistan 
and  its  implications  for  international  peace 
and  security." 


•USUN  press  release  122. 
2  Adopted  by  unanimous  vote. 


An  Overview  of 

U.S.  Arms  Control  Objectives 


by  William  F.  Burns 

Statement  before  Committee  I 
(Political  and  Security)  of  the  UN  Gen- 
eral Assembly  on  October  18,  1988. 
Gen.  Burns  is  Director  of  the  Arms 
and  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency 
(ACDA)i 

It  is  a  special  privilege  for  me  to  meet 
with  you  today  and  to  participate  in  the 
debate  of  this  committee  on  important 
international  security  issues  that  are  of 
concern  to  the  community  of  nations. 

In  the  weeks  ahead,  this  committee 
will  be  considering  a  full  agenda  of 
arms  control  and  disarmament  topics. 
All  member  states  will  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  express  their  views  and  put 
forward  their  proposals  on  these  issues. 
For  its  part,  the  U.S.  delegation  will 
participate  constructively.  In  addition 
to  stating  U.S.  positions  as  clearly  as 
i  possible,  we  will  listen  carefully  during 
:  the  First  Committee  debate  and  will 
give  due  consideration  to  all  views  and 
proposals.  We  will  support  substantive 
proposals  and  resolutions  that  promote 
:  international  security  and  stability,  that 
are  feasible,  and  that  make  sense.  We 
will,  however,  oppose  proposals  and  res- 
olutions that  do  not  meet  these  criteria 
land  are  counter  to  U.S.  security  pol- 
icies, in  particular  any  such  initiative 
designed  to  disrupt  defense  rela- 
tionships  we  have  with  our  allies  or  to 
i  challenge  the  legitimacy  of  fundamental 
'concepts  on  which  our  security  is 
based,  such  as  nuclear  deterrence. 

Arms  control  is  not  an  end  in  itself; 
it  is  an  integral  part  of  the  security 


equation.  Therefore,  it  is  not  surprising 
that  serious  participants  approach  dis- 
armament negotiations  with  the  same 
care  that  they  give  to  other  important 
security  and  defense  decisions.  While 
arms  control  is  not  devoid  of  its  dra- 
matic moments,  progress  normally  is 
made  one  step  at  a  time  rather  than  in 
some  quantum  leap.  To  the  extent  that 
arms  control  and  disarmament  meas- 
ures enhance  security  and  stability, 
and  can  be  verified  to  provide  confi- 
dence that  all  parties  are  in  compliance, 
they  are  worth  pursuing.  However,  ill- 
conceived  arms  control  proposals  actu- 
ally may  be  dangerous  and,  if  imple- 
mented, destabilizing.  In  short,  arms 
control  is  serious  business  and  should 
be  treated  as  such. 

Is  the  world  community  better  off 
today  in  terms  of  international  security 
and  stability  than  it  was  at  the  begin- 
ning of  this  decade?  I  believe  that  the 
answer  is  "yes,"  and  I  believe  that  arms 
control  has  made  an  important  contri- 
bution in  this  regard. 

Reducing  and  Eliminating 
Nuclear  Armaments 

In  the  area  of  reducing  and  eliminating 
nuclear  armaments,  on  the  1st  of  June 
this  year,  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union  exchanged  instruments  of 
ratification  bringing  into  force  the 


Intermediate-Range  Nuclear  Forces 
(INF)  Treaty.  This  treaty,  which  is  now 
being  implemented,  bans  an  entire  class 
of  nuclear  arms  and  provides  for  the 
effective  verification  of  their  destruc- 
tion. The  INF  Treaty  is  an  important 
step  in  nuclear  arms  control.  However, 
additional  steps  are  required  if  the  bi- 
lateral nuclear  and  space  talks  are  to 
make  the  full  contribution  to  interna- 
tional security  and  stability  that  we  all 
desire. 

The  second,  and  more  difficult, 
step  will  be  the  conclusion  and  imple- 
mentation of  the  strategic  arms  reduc- 
tion treaty  (START).  The  United  States 
and  the  Soviet  Union  have  reached 
agreement  on  important  elements  of 
such  a  treaty  that  will  provide  for  50% 
reductions  in  the  strategic  offensive 
arms  of  the  two  sides.  The  result  for 
each  side  will  be  a  ceiling  of  6,000  war- 
heads on  1,600  strategic  nuclear  deliv- 
ery vehicles  and  subceilings  of  4,900 
ballistic  missile  warheads  and  1,540 
warheads  on  154  heavy  ballistic  mis- 
siles. Both  sides  have  agreed  that  there 
will  be  a  50%  reduction  in  throw-weight 
for  Soviet  missiles.  There  is  also  agree- 
ment on  a  counting  rule  for  heavy 
bomber  armaments  and  on  elements  of 
a  verification  regime  that  will  include 
several  types  of  onsite  inspection  and 
data  exchange.  Several  difficult  issues 
remain  to  be  settled,  including  ques- 
tions regarding  air-launched  cruise  mis- 
siles, mobile  intercontinental  ballistic 
missiles  (ICBMs)  (if  they  are  permit- 
ted), limits  on  ICBM  warheads  and 
heavy  ICBMs,  and  some  important  ver- 
ification details.  For  its  part,  the 
United  States  is  willing  to  continue  the 
hard  bargaining  necessary  to  bring  this 
task  to  a  successful  conclusion. 

These  negotiations,  like  any  other 
negotiations,  have  their  own  dynamic 
and  imperative.  It  is  neither  realistic 
nor  appropriate  to  attempt  to  force 
them  to  conform  to  artificial  deadlines. 
What  is  important  is  that  the  end  re- 
sults produce  greater  strategic  stability 
and  a  less  provocative,  and  less  dan- 
gerous, nuclear  balance. 

Defense  and  Space  Talks 

In  the  defense  and  space  talks,  the 
United  States  seeks  agreement  with 
the  Soviet  Union  on  how  to  manage 
jointly  a  stable  transition  to  increasing 
reliance  on  effective  defenses,  should 
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they  prove  feasible,  which  will  threaten 
no  one.  Greater  emphasis  on  strategic 
defense  is  the  only  way  which  has  been 
suggested  in  recent  times  that  has  a 
realistic  possibility  of  reducing  the  de- 
pendence on  nuclear  deterrence.  It  is 
not  yet  clear  whether  or  not  the  U.S. 
Strategic  Defense  Initiative  (SDI),  or 
longstanding  efforts  by  the  Soviet 
Union  in  this  field,  will  fulfill  their  full 
potential.  However,  we  already  know 
from  the  U.S.  perspective  that  there  is 
considerable  promise.  Once  again  I 
would  like  to  state  that  the  United 
States  will  not  bargain  away  its  SDI 
program  nor  accept  any  provisions  that 
would  cripple  its  research,  develop- 
ment, and  testing  program,  which  is  in 
full  compliance  with  the  ABM  [Anti- 
ballistic  Missile]  Treaty. 

I  would  note,  however,  that  the 
United  States  believes  the  existence  of 
the  large  phased-array  radar  at 
Krasnoyarsk  in  the  Soviet  Union  is  a 
significant  violation  of  a  central  ele- 
ment of  the  ABM  Treaty  and  that 
measures  must  be  taken  to  resolve 
this  serious  problem. 

Nuclear  Testing  Limitations 

In  the  area  of  nuclear  testing  limita- 
tions, the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union  have  agreed  to  deal  with  the  is- 
sues involved  through  full-scale  step-by- 
step  negotiations.  As  the  first  step  in 
these  negotiations,  the  two  sides  are 
hard  at  work  on  new  protocols  that  will 
provide  for  effective  verification  of  the 
Threshold  Test  Ban  Treaty  and  the 
Peaceful  Nuclear  Explosions  Treaty, 
which  will  make  it  possible  to  ratify 
these  two  treaties.  There  has  been  con- 
siderable progress  in  these  negotia- 
tions, as  well  as  on  the  recent  Joint 
Verification  Experiment.  At  the  Wash- 
ington summit  in  December  1987,  it 
was  agreed  that  each  side  would  con- 
duct a  nuclear  test  at  its  own  test  site, 
while  the  other  side  used  its  own  in- 
struments to  measure  directly  the  yield 
of  the  test.  Those  tests  and  measure- 
ments have  now  been  carried  out.  If 
anyone  had  suggested  10  years  ago  that 
such  an  experiment  could  be  carried 
out,  he  would  have  been  considered  out 
of  touch  with  reality.  Yet  today,  this 
important  cooperative  measure  is  likely 
to  facilitate  further  negotiations  on  nu- 
clear testing  limitations. 

Following  ratification  of  the  two  ex- 
isting treaties,  the  United  States  and 


the  Soviet  Union  have  agreed  to  pro- 
ceed to  enter  into  negotiations  on  ways 
to  implement  a  step-by-step  parallel 
program — in  association  with  a  pro- 
gram to  reduce  and  ultimately  eliminate 
all  nuclear  weapons — of  limiting  and  ul- 
timately ending  nuclear  testing. 

At  the  Conference  on  Disarma- 
ment, the  United  States  continues  to 
support  the  establishment  of  an  ad  hoc 
committee  on  a  nuclear  test  ban  on  the 
basis  of  a  non-negotiating  mandate 
which  would  permit  substantive  exami- 
nation of  specific  issues  relating  to  a 
comprehensive  nuclear  test  ban,  includ- 
ing scope,  verification,  and  compliance. 
However,  the  United  States  is  not  pre- 
pared to  engage  in  negotiations  on  a 
comprehensive  test  ban  treaty  at  this 
time  and  consequently  would  oppose 
any  call  to  initiate  such  negotiations. 

By  the  same  token,  the  United 
States  is  opposed  to  the  proposal  that 
has  been  made  to  amend  the  Limited 
Test  Ban  Treaty  (LTBT)  of  1963  to 
make  it  a  comprehensive  test  ban,  cov- 
ering all  environments.  We  believe  that 
it  would  be  a  waste  of  the  parties'  time 
and  resources  to  convene  an  amend- 
ment conference.  Under  the  provisions 
of  the  treaty,  for  any  amendment  to  be 
accepted,  it  would  be  required,  inter 
alia,  that  all  depositaries  approve  it. 
The  United  States  will  not  approve  any 
amendment  which  would  turn  the  Lim- 
ited Test  Ban  Treaty  into  a  comprehen- 
sive test  ban.  The  LTBT,  the  first 
international  arms  control  agreement 
in  the  nuclear  era,  was  concluded  a 
quarter  of  a  century  ago.  It  is  a  very 
important  instrument  which  has  served 
the  interests  of  mankind  all  these 
years.  It  should  not  be  used  as  a  politi- 
cal football  in  international  debates 
over  the  issue  of  a  comprehensive  test 
ban.  Nonetheless,  despite  its  opposition 
to  this  amendment,  and  to  holding  an 
amendment  conference,  the  United 
States  has  met  all  of  its  obligations  as  a 
depositary  and  will  continue  to  do  so. 

Chemical  Weapons 

My  government  considers  one  of  the 
most  urgent  arms  control  challenges 
facing  the  community  of  nations  today 
to  be  illegal  chemical  weapons  use  and 
the  dangerous  spread  of  chemical  weap- 
ons capabilities.  The  best  solution  to 
this  problem,  in  our  view,  would  be  a 
truly  global,  comprehensive,  and  effec- 
tively verifiable  ban.  In  1984,  Vice 
President  George  Bush  presented  a 
U.S.  draft  text  of  a  chemical  weapons 
convention  to  the  Conference  on  Disar- 


mament. Based  in  large  part  on  this 
initiative,  and  on  the  proposals  of  other 
participants,  the  Conference  on  Disar- 
mament has  made  considerable  prog- 
ress in  negotiations  on  a  chemical 
weapons  convention.  But  considerable 
work  remains  to  be  done. 

In  his  address  to  the  General  As- 
sembly on  September  26th,  President 
Reagan  called  on  the  parties  to  the 
Geneva  protocol  of  1925  and  all  other 
concerned  states  to  convene  a  confer- 
ence to  take  action  to  reverse  the  seri- 
ous erosion  of  respect  for  international 
norms  against  the  illegal  use  of  chem- 
ical weapons  in  armed  conflict.  Such  a 
conference  is  not  intended  to  delay  or 
substitute  for  the  ongoing  negotiations 
in  Geneva  on  a  comprehensive  ban.  In 
fact,  it  should  give  additional  impetus 
to  the  negotiations.  By  focusing  high- 
level  attention  by  the  governments  of 
the  world  on  the  questions  of  illegal  use 
and  proliferation  of  chemical  weapons, 
we  will  work  toward  broadly  acceptable 
solutions  which  could  be  expressed  col-    '. 
lectively  by  the  participants.  A  re- 
newed international  commitment 
against  illegal  use  of  chemical  weapons 
is  needed  now  to  give  a  comprehensive 
ban  a  fighting  chance. 

The  United  States  also  supports        ; 
the  continuation  of  the  work  of  the 
group  of  experts  that  are  assisting  the 
Secretary  General  to  develop  further 
technical  guidelines  and  procedures  for 
investigation  of  possible  use  of  chemical 
and  biological  or  toxin  weapons.  This 
work  should  be  completed  promptly  in 
order  that  it  might  be  available  to  the 
Secretary  General  for  appropriate  use. 

Nuclear  Nonproliferation  Goals 

There  is  broad  international  recognition 
that  the  spread  of  nuclear  weapons 
would  threaten  regional  and  global  sta- 
bility. And  there  is  wide  support  for 
international  cooperative  efforts  to  con- 
front this  threat.  The  Nuclear  Non- 
proliferation  Treaty  (NPT),  the  treaty 
of  Tlatelolco,  and  the  International 
Atomic  Energy  Agency  (IAEA)  all  con- 
tribute significantly  to  nonproliferation 
objectives  and  will  continue  to  receive 
strong  support  from  the  United  States. 

This  year,  during  the  work  of  the 
First  Committee,  the  states  party  to 
the  Nuclear  Nonproliferation  Treaty 
will  organize  themselves  to  prepare  for 
the  review  of  the  treaty  in  1990.  The 
NPT  has  made  an  important  contribu- 
tion to  international  security  and  to 
peaceful  use  of  the  atom.  Today  the 
world  is  a  safer  place,  for  both  parties 
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and  nonparties,  because  of  the  broad 
observance  of  the  NPT's  provisions. 
The  fact  that  the  NPT  continues  to  at- 
tract important  new  adherents  is  testi- 
mony to  its  vitality.  For  its  part,  the 
United  States  will  work  together  with 
the  other  parties  to  ensure  that  the 
1990  review  conference  will  examine  the 
treaty  thoroughly  in  order  to  make  sure 
that  it  continues  to  function  effectively. 

The  United  States  also  remains 
committed  to  making  the  peaceful 
benefits  of  the  atom  available  to  those 
who  have  demonstrated  a  commitment 
to  the  principles  of  the  NPT,  or  any 
comparable  internationally  binding 
commitment  not  to  acquire  nuclear  ex- 
plosive devices,  and  are  responsible 
members  of  the  world  community. 
While  the  growth  of  nuclear  energy  has 
slowed  somewhat  over  the  past  decade, 
due  in  large  part  to  the  changing  eco- 
nomics of  energy,  many  nations  will  be- 
come increasingly  dependent  upon 
nuclear  power  as  a  safe,  reliable,  and 
environmentally  friendly  source  of  en- 
ergy in  the  years  ahead.  Also,  the  ap- 
plications of  nuclear  isotopes  in 
medicine  and  agriculture  are  growing 
and  becoming  more  important. 

It  will  be  necessary  to  maintain 
strong  support  for  the  International 
Atomic  Energy  Agency,  particularly  its 
efforts  to  implement  the  best  possible 
safeguards  system  on  civil  nuclear  ac- 
tivities. This  will  require  cooperation 
and  contributions  on  the  part  of  all 
states,  especially  those  with  substantial 
nuclear  programs.  It  seems  clear  that 
the  importance  of  the  NPT  and  the 
IAEA  will  continue  indefinitely  into  the 
future  and  that  they  should  remain  key 
elements  of  international  security. 

As  the  United  States  and  Soviet 
Union  continue  to  negotiate  toward  sig- 
nificant nuclear  reductions,  so  must  all 
states  maintain  their  support  for  efforts 
to  prevent  the  spread  of  nuclear  weap- 
ons to  additional  countries.  Nuclear 
threshold  states  that  have  rejected  the 
NPT  cannot  escape  their  responsibility 
in  this  area.  We  urge  them  to  consider 
parallel  initiatives,  on  a  regional  or  in- 
ternational basis,  to  reduce  the  risks  of 
nuclear  weapons  proliferation. 

Outer  Space  Issues 

In  the  Conference  on  Disarmament,  the 
United  States  has  supported  the  work 
of  the  ad  hoc  committee  responsible  for 
the  consideration  of  outer  space  arms 


control  issues  of  global  interest.  This 
committee  was  established  originally, 
and  has  continued  to  operate,  on  the 
basis  of  a  non-negotiating  mandate.  The 
United  States  has  made  a  serious  at- 
tempt to  identify  measures  that  might 
be  feasible  and  desirable  as  the  basis 
for  negotiating  further  multilateral 
arms  control  agreements  that  apply  to 
outer  space.  We  remain  willing  to  listen 
to  any  proposals  and  to  give  them  the 
consideration  that  they  are  due.  How- 
ever, we  have  identified  no  appropriate 
measures  and  have  seen  no  proposals 
from  others  which  we  believe  would  en- 
hance international  security  and  are 
both  feasible  and  verifiable.  Frankly,  at 
this  point  my  government  is  skeptical 
that  there  are  any  new  multilateral 
outer  space  arms  control  measures  just 
waiting  to  be  discovered  that  make 
sense. 


Conventional  Arms  Reductions 

Conventional  arms  control  also  de- 
serves serious  consideration,  for  it  is 
these  weapons  that  have  caused  mil- 
lions of  casualties  since  the  founding  of 
the  United  Nations.  On  the  positive 
side,  the  implementation  of  the  meas- 
ures agreed  to  in  Stockholm  in  1986  has 
proceeded  smoothly.  Today,  as  a  result, 
there  may  be  less  likelihood  of  war  in 
Europe  caused  by  miscalculation  or 
misunderstanding. 

However,  Europe  remains  the  most 
heavily  armed  region  in  the  world, 
where  major  imbalances  of  forces  ex- 
ists. Therefore,  the  United  States  and 
its  NATO  allies  have  proposed  two  sets 
of  negotiations  to  deal  with  conven- 
tional forces  in  Europe.  In  one  set  of 
negotiations  between  the  23  members 
of  NATO  and  the  Warsaw  Pact,  we  seek 
to  enhance  stability  at  a  lower  level  of 
conventional  forces.  The  other  negotia- 
tion among  the  35  CSCE  [Conference 
on  Security  and  Cooperation  in  Europe] 
states  will  build  upon  and  expand  the 
measures  agreed  to  in  Stockholm. 

While  situations  in  other  regions 
of  the  world  are  different,  perhaps  the 
European  experience  in  developing 
confidence-building  measures  and  con- 
sidering limitations  on  forces  and 
equipment  might  be  adapted  to  fit  in 
certain  other  cases.  In  particular  where 
there  are  tensions  among  neighbors,  or 
conflicts  are  coming  to  an  end,  the  role 
of  confidence-building  measures  tailored 
to  the  specific  situations  might  contrib- 
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ute  to  greater  regional  stability  and 
help  to  dispel  longstanding  suspicions. 
The  United  States  would  be  prepared 
to  share  its  experience  in  this  regard 
with  any  country  or  group  of  countries 
that  might  have  an  interest. 

The  fact  that  the  UN  Disarmament 
Commission  is  now  seized  with  the  sub- 
ject of  conventional  disarmament  indi- 
cates a  broad  recognition  of  the  global 
importance  of  this  issue.  The  specific 
questions  involved,  including  the  causes 
of  the  accumulation  of  conventional 
arms,  may  differ  from  one  region  of  the 
world  to  another.  This  makes  the  task 
of  the  UN  Disarmament  Commission 
extremely  complex,  but  all  the  more 
important.  We  hope  that  all  member 
states  will  make  every  effort  to  see  that 
conventional  disarmament  issues  re- 
ceive the  attention  that  they  are  due. 

We  understand  that  this  committee 
may  be  presented  with  arms  proposals 
for  limits  or  constraints  on  naval  ac- 
tivities. This  makes  it  necessary  to 
state  the  firm  position  of  the  United 
States  regarding  such  proposals.  Re- 
quirements for  naval  armaments  and 
activities  of  various  nations  are  inher- 
ently asymmetrical  and  are  based  on 
broader  geographic,  political,  strategic, 
and  other  military  factors.  Located  be- 
tween and  separated  from  allies  by  two 
oceans,  the  United  States  relies  on 
maritime  activities  and  freedom  of  navi- 
gation under  international  law  to  pro- 
tect its  security  and  trade  interests. 
Therefore,  the  United  States  cannot 
agree  to  any  arms  limitations  or  addi- 
tional constraints  on  its  naval  activities. 

Compliance  and  Verification 

If  arms  control  measures  are  to  be  ef- 
fective, the  parties  must  comply  with 
all  of  the  provisions.  It  is  not  only 
important  for  each  party  to  make  sure 
that  it  is  in  compliance,  it  is  just  as 
important  to  remove  any  doubts  that 
others  may  have  regarding  that  party's 
compliance.  Confidence  in  the  effective- 
ness of  existing  agreements  is  an 
important  part  of  the  foundation  of  fu- 
ture agreements.  Over  the  past  several 
years,  the  First  Committee  has  given 
recognition  to  the  importance  of  com- 
pliance with  arms  control  agreements  if 
the  benefits  of  such  agreements  are  to 
be  realized.  Again  this  year  the  United 
States,  together  with  a  number  of  co- 
sponsors,  intends  to  introduce  a  resolu- 
tion that  encourages  faithful  compliance 
with  arms  control  obligations.  We 
would  welcome  the  continued  support 
of  all  member  states  for  this  resolution. 
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Conclusion 

The  United  States  shares  the  disap- 
pointment that  many  others  also  have 
expressed  that  it  was  not  possible  to 
reach  a  consensus  on  a  concluding  docu- 
ment at  the  third  special  session  of  the 
United  Nations  devoted  to  disarma- 
ment. But  we  do  not  judge  the  session 
to  have  been  a  failure.  The  exchanges 
of  views  that  took  place,  and  the  work 
carried  out  in  attempting  to  achieve  a 
consensus  on  a  concluding  document, 
point  to  a  deepened  understanding  of 
the  real  issues  involved  in  our  search 
for  a  more  peaceful  and  secure  world. 
Realism  in  our  work  is  always  needed. 
As  also  noted  by  the  Secretary  General 
in  his  recent  report  on  the  work  of  the 
United  Nations,  the  discussion  during 
the  special  session  demonstrated  that 
arms  control  cannot  be  separated  from 
the  general  state  of  relations  in  the 
world. 

This  committee  will  be  considering 
many  issues  and  many  resolutions  in 
the  weeks  ahead.  There  will  be  many 
opportunities  to  examine  longstanding 
issues  once  again  and  to  consider  new 
issues.  One  of  the  most  important  con- 
tributions that  this  committee  can  make 
is  to  discover  the  common  ground  that 
can  serve  as  the  basis  for  progress  in 
ongoing  work  or  new  actions.  This 
search  for  common  ground,  for  mean- 
ingful consensus,  is  not  easy.  Posturing 
and  polemic  should  be  set  aside.  Where 
serious  security  concerns  have  been  ex- 
pressed, they  must  be  considered  and 
taken  into  account.  They  cannot  be 
swept  aside  for  the  sake  of  "good  will." 

The  world  remains  a  dangerous 
place.  There  is  still  aggression  and  sup- 
pression of  freedom  on  a  massive  scale. 
The  most  effective  way  for  most  coun- 
tries to  protect  themselves  remains  the 
deterrence  of  aggression  and  maintain- 
ing the  ability  to  defeat  aggression 
should  it  occur.  The  Charter  of  the 
United  Nations  recognizes  the  inherent 
right  of  individual  or  collective  self-de- 
fense if  an  armed  attack  occurs  against 
any  member  state. 

Our  goal,  and  a  goal  that  most 
other  countries  share,  is  to  make  the 
world  safer.  To  reduce  the  opportunity 
for  aggression.  But  a  safer  world  is  not 
enough.  We  must  seek  a  better  world — 
a  world  where  disputes  are  settled 
peacefully.  A  world  where  the  rights  of 
nations  and  the  rights  of  individuals  are 
respected  and  protected.  A  world 


where  there  is  justice  and  freedom.  A 
world  where  all  countries  are  at  peace 
with  one  another  and  with  themselves. 

The  United  Nations  is  playing  an 
important  role  in  helping  to  restore  the 
peace  in  many  areas.  We  should  all  be 
grateful  for  the  fact  that  this  institu- 
tion, which  was  founded  on  such  lofty 
principles  and  with  great  expectations, 
is  reinvigorating  its  utility  and  purpose 
in  the  area  of  peacekeeping. 


As  we  undertake  our  work  in  this 
committee,  let  us  move  down  the  path 
toward  a  better  world.  We  have  made 
progress.  Additional  progress  can  be 
made.  We  should  not  despair  that  the 
end  of  the  road  is  not  in  sight.  Let  us 
continue  our  journey,  one  step  at  a 
time. 


'USUN  press  release  96. 


El  Salvador:  The  Battle  for  Democracy 


In  the  early  1980s,  the  United  States 
made  the  historic  decision  to  join  in 
El  Salvador's  effort  to  transform  itself 
from  a  closed  oligarchy  into  a  modern 
democracy.  The  immediate  impetus  was 
the  emergence  of  a  Marxist-Leninist  in- 
surgency. The  key  question  then  was — 
assuming  that  El  Salvador  could  sur- 
vive the  insurgency — whether  democ- 
racy was  a  realistic  option. 

Did  El  Salvador,  in  fact,  possess  a 
political  center  with  enough  leaders  and 
followers  to  make  a  difference?  Could 
these  men  and  women  coalesce  suffi- 
ciently to  lead  a  democratic  transforma- 
tion despite  violent  opposition  from  the 
extreme  left  and  right? 

The  Salvadoran  people  have  been 
answering  this  question  affirmatively 
for  almost  a  decade.  They  have  made 
the  difficult  decision  to  defy  the  ex- 
tremes which  seek  their  allegiance 
through  violence  and  terrorism  and,  in- 
stead, to  rally  to  try  to  build  a  modern 
system  of  political  debate,  choices,  and 
competition.  Since  then,  in  their  over- 
whelming majority,  they  have  continued 
to  support  the  struggle  for  El  Sal- 
vador's democratic  transformation. 

At  the  end  of  1988,  the  question  for 
El  Salvador  is  how  to  continue  this  re- 
markable democratic  experiment.  Ex- 
tremist forces  are  declining  in  numbers, 
but  their  behavior  still  reflects  the  pol- 
itics and  passions  of  a  decade  ago.  The 
violent  right  remains  isolated  outside 
the  system,  as  it  has  since  the  1979 
reformist  coup;  the  armed  left  still 
attempts  to  advance  its  agenda  by 
driving  the  Salvadoran  people  to 
revolutionary  despair. 

More  clearly  than  ever,  the  political 
extremes  are  relevant  only  because 
they  are  violent.  As  viable  options, 
they  have  been  left  behind  by  the  pub- 
lic debate  that  now  concentrates  on  is- 
sues of  governance  and  national  policies 
within  a  democratic  consensus. 


The  center  has  held.  Its  members 
are  developing  self-confidence  and  trust 
in  the  maturing  democratic  framework. 
They  are  determined  to  overcome  the 
political  culture  of  the  antidemocratic 
past.  The  center's  challenging  objective 
is  to  complete  El  Salvador's  democratic 
transformation  despite  the  resistance 
and  provocation  of  the  extremes. 

The  United  States  reengaged  in  El 
Salvador  after  prolonged  noninvolve- 
ment  during  the  decisive  period  of  the 
late  1970s,  when  the  outlines  of  the  Sal- 
vadoran conflict  developed  and  an  in- 
choate center  had  begun  to  emerge. 
Reformist  juntas  groped  for  an  option 
between  oligarchy  and  the  slaughter 
(matanza)  of  civilians,  as  in  1932,  and 
capitulation  to  Marxism-Leninism.  Rec- 
ognizing that  emergence,  and  the  fact 
that  the  leftist  attacks  against  it  were 
linked  to  Cuba,  President  Carter  re- 
versed U.S.  policy — from  detachment 
to  near-total  engagement.  Four  days 
before  the  end  of  his  term,  he  autho- 
rized resumption  of  military  assistance 
to  El  Salvador. 

For  more  than  7  years,  in  part- 
nership with  El  Salvador's  legitimate 
political  leadership,  the  United  States 
has  sought  to  help  the  center  to  consol- 
idate its  position.  We  have  brought 
resources  and  influence  to  bear  on 
the  democratic  transformation  of 
Salvadoran  institutions.  One  impor- 
tant objective  has  been  to  assist  the 
development  of  a  defense  force  that 
could  hold  its  own  in  the  field  while 
also  changing  itself  from  a  partner 
of  the  oligarchy  into  a  professional 
military  service  for  the  defense  of 
democracy. 

The  process  of  change  in  El  Sal- 
vador remains  incomplete,  sometimes 
with  tragic  effects  for  its  private  cit- 
izens as  well  as  for  those  who  have  the 
courage  for  public  service  or  political 
leadership.  It  will  require  economic 
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growth  and  political  maturity.  The  pace 
of  change  is  a  crucial  issue.  It  depends 
on  an  issue  even  more  fundamental:  the 
future  of  the  partnership  of  the  United 
States  and  El  Salvador  to  keep  the 
extremes  at  bay  and  to  reduce  the 
constraints  extremist  violence  places 
on  the  dynamics  of  democratic 
development. 

Polarization,  Process,  and  Politics 

The  several  years  preceding  U.S.  re- 
engagement  in  El  Salvador  provided 
abundant,  if  superficial,  evidence  that 
Salvadoran  society  and  politics  were 
deeply  polarized  around  reactionary 
and  revolutionary  extremes.  In  1979-81, 
the  center  seemed  miniscule  and 
powerless  to  endure,  much  less  to  reach 
for  and  hold  on  to  power.  Its  military, 
social,  and  political  elements  and  mod- 
ernist economic  sectors  seemed  irrele- 
vant. Organized  absolutist  factions  of 
the  left  and  right  (which  included 
the  huge  paramilitary  organization, 
ORDEN)  were  in  open  conflict  that 
swept  up  thousands  of  citizens  and 
produced  thousands  of  deaths. 

The  desire  for  change,  in  fact,  was 
very  widely  shared.  The  fact  that  the 
majority  of  Salvadorans  had  no  real 
voice,  were  not  speaking  through  the 
absolutist  groups,  and  were  primarily 
concerned  with  shielding  themselves 
from  the  consequences  of  the  struggle 
went  largely  unnoticed.  For  most  ob- 
servers it  was  even  less  obvious  that 
the  seeds  of  real  change  already  had 
been  sown  by  the  two  transitional  re- 
formist juntas  led  by  Col.  Adolfo  Ma- 
jano  in  1979  and  then  by  Jose  Napoleon 
Duarte  in  1980. 

Although  beset  by  their  own  politi- 
cal inexperience  and  disunity,  by 
reactionary  plotting,  and  by  violent  dis- 
order, the  Majano  and  Duarte  juntas 
were  able  to  proceed  with  fundamental 
agrarian  and  other  economic  reforms. 
On  the  military  front,  they  prevented  a 
takeover  by  the  armed  left;  on  the  po- 
litical, they  prepared  for  a  systematic 
transition  to  democratic  constitutional 
government.  The  apparently  imminent 
outbreak  of  full-scale  civil  war  instead 
revealed  itself  to  be  a  struggle  of  ex- 
tremist minorities  against  each  other 
and  the  center.  The  armed  left  re- 
treated to  the  hills  to  wage  guerrilla 
war  and  rural  terrorism  or  into  clan- 
destine cells  for  urban  terrorism.  The 
extreme  right  was  obliged  to  go  under- 
ground for  a  vigilantist  war  against  the 
left  or  violent  reactionary  subversion 
against  the  emerging  democratic  struc- 
ture. Left  to  emerge  as  the  extremes 


retreated  was  the  center — the  great 
majority  of  Salvadoran  people  who  be- 
gan to  look  to  the  reform  process  to 
provide  the  change  they  sought  and  ac- 
commodate the  spectrum  of  political 
views  they  held. 

El  Salvador  elected  a  Constituent 
Assembly  in  1982  which  wrote  the  Con- 
stitution of  1983.  A  civilian  indepen- 
dent, Alvaro  Magana,  became  interim 
president  and  worked  indefatigably  to 
cement  alliances  among  fractious  politi- 
cians and  retain  military  loyalties. 
Christian  Democrat  Jose  Napoleon  Du- 
arte was  elected  to  a  5-year  term  as 
president  in  1984.  Legislative  and  mu- 
nicipal elections  were  held  in  1985  and 
1988.  In  each  case,  international  ob- 
servers testified  that  the  election  had 
been  conducted  fairly,  in  an  open  and 
noncoercive  environment. 

The  development  of  a  radically 
new  political  culture  has  proceeded 
erratically  but  steadily,  finding 
expression  in  a  carefully  tended  elec- 
toral mechanism  and  especially  in  com- 
petitive party  politics  and  their 
application  in  an  open  system  of  politi- 
cal rewards  and  punishment.  For  the 
March  1988  legislative  and  municipal 
elections,  voter  registration  cards  were 
issued  to  1.65  million  people,  of  whom 
67%  voted.  When  the  votes  were 
counted,  the  Christian  Democrats 
(PDC)  had  lost  control  of  the  National 
Assembly  to  the  opposition  Nationalist 
Republican  Alliance  (ARENA)  along 
with  most  of  the  nation's  mayoralties. 


This  first  peaceful  transfer  of 
power  by  an  incumbent  party  in  El 
Salvador's  history  thus  was  decided 
on  issues  of  national  policy  and  of  per- 
formance in  office.  The  elections  proved 
correct  the  emerging  sense  that  Sal- 
vadoran democracy  is  making  decisions 
to  punish  and  reward  parties  based  on 
their  record  rather  than  on  ideological 
matters.  They  reaffirmed  yet  again  that 
the  Salvadoran  people  have  already 
made  their  ideological  choice — for  de- 
mocracy. The  internal  debate  con- 
tinues— as  it  has  for  the  past  5  years — 
to  be  about  the  array  of  concrete  issues 
that  democratic  change  has  opened  up 
for  public  decision. 

El  Salvador  is  preparing  for  the 
regular  presidential  election  of  March 
1989  (with  a  possible  runoff  in  June). 
It  will  apparently  do  so  with  the  par- 
ticipation of  the  principal  leaders  of 
the  Democratic  Revolutionary  Front 
(FDR),  who  have  returned  to  El  Sal- 
vador and  to  electoral  competition.  The 
FDR  has  been  allied  politically  with  the 
insurgents  of  the  Farabundo  Marti  Na- 
tional Liberation  Front  (FMLN)  since 
1980.  Guillermo  Ungo,  the  Secretary 
General  of  the  National  Revolutionary 
Government,  and  Ruben  Zamora,  of  the 
Popular  Social  Christian  Movement, 
have  joined  with  the  Social  Democratic 
Party  to  form  the  Democratic  Con- 
vergence (CD),  which  has  been  regis- 
tered as  a  legal  political  party  and  has 
begun  to  campaign. 


Aid  to  Nicaraguan 
Democratic  Resistance 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
OCT.  14,  19881 

I  recently  signed  into  law  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  Appropriations  Act  for 
fiscal  year  1989.  That  act  provided  $27 
million  for  limited  humanitarian  aid  for 
the  Nicaraguan  democratic  resistance 
through  March  31,  1989. 

Shortly,  Congress  will  adjourn  for 
the  year,  and  its  members  will  return  to 
their  States  and  districts.  If,  during  ad- 
journment, the  Sandinista  regime  at- 
tacks the  resistance,  available  resources 
may  not  be  enough  to  protect  and  sus- 
tain the  freedom  fighters  until  the  new 
Congress  convenes.  In  the  event  the 
Sandinistas  attempt  to  capitalize  on  this 
situation,  they  should  know  I  would  not 


hesitate  to  call  the  100th  Congress  back 
into  session  to  consider  emergency  as- 
sistance to  the  freedom  fighters. 

Our  policy  in  Nicaragua  remains  the 
same:  freedom  for  the  people  of  Nic- 
aragua, restoration  of  democratic  institu- 
tions, and  peace  and  stability  for  all 
Central  America.  America  must  stand 
with  those  who  fight  for  freedom  in  Nic- 
aragua, as  it  has  stood  with  the  valiant 
freedom  fighters  in  Afghanistan  and  An- 
gola. We  have  an  obligation  to  share  the 
blessings  of  our  liberty  with  those  who 
yearn  for  freedom  in  Nicaragua.  Their 
struggle  is  our  struggle,  and  together 
we  can  achieve  democracy  in  Nicaragua. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Oct.  17,  1988. 
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Against  the  background  of  the  past 
8  years  of  armed  conflict,  the  return  of 
these  leftist  leaders  is  a  dramatic  de- 
parture that  potentially  expands  the 
constitutional  political  center  and  re- 
defines the  realm  of  the  possible  in  Sal- 
vadoran  political  culture.  The  good 
faith  of  the  CD  remains  to  be  tested:  it 
has  refused  explicitly  to  sever  ties  with 
the  FMLN  and  its  strategy  of  violence, 
but  it  has  been  legally  accepted  and  is 
free  to  organize  its  supporters  and  pub- 
licize its  views.  The  FMLN  itself  has 
been  ambiguous  about  the  CD,  and  it  is 
unclear  whether  the  guerrillas  will 
again  target  polling  places,  candidates, 
and  voters  for  assassination,  harass- 
ment, and  intimidation. 

Other  leftist  leaders  also  have  re- 
turned to  El  Salvador  from  abroad. 
Mario  Aguinada  Carranza,  Aronette 
Diaz  de  Zamora,  and  Tirso  Canales 
of  the  Nationalist  Democratic  Union 
(UDN)  reentered  El  Salvador  without 
incident  after  self-imposed  exile.  (The 
UDN,  the  political  arm  of  the  Commu- 
nist Party  of  El  Salvador,  always  has 
been  legally  recognized  as  a  political 
entity. ) 

In  1988,  it  is  clear  that  the  major- 
ity in  El  Salvador  has  found  the  politi- 
cal voice  that  it  lacked  in  the  violent 
uproar  of  1977-81.  It  exercises  that 
voice  through  political  parties  and  elec- 
toral judgments  on  issues  and  perform- 
ance. The  consensus  on  democratic 
principles  and  procedures  underscores 
the  political  irrelevance  of  the  two  ex- 
tremes, which  have  only  violence  with 
which  to  resist  the  democratization 
of  power.  U.S.  policy  supports  those 
struggling  to  empower  the  democratic 
center  more  fully  against  the  extremes 
that  still  seek  to  destroy  it. 

The  Armed  Left 

Spawned  by  the  radical  political  blocs 
of  the  late  1970s,  the  armed  left  has 
remained  outside  the  process  of  change 
in  Salvadoran  political  and  economic 
life.  In  battling  the  reformist  politics 
that  emerged  from  the  1979  coup,  the 
insurgent  Salvadoran  leftist  groups 
found  unity  in  Havana  through  Fidel 
Castro.  The  military  front  they  formed 
during  1979-80,  the  FMLN,  since  has 
been  a  formidable  obstacle  to  orderly 
democratic  development.  The  FMLN 
continues  to  follow  a  strategy  of  guer- 
rilla war  against  national  political,  eco- 
nomic, and  defense  institutions  with 
cycles  of  urban  and  village  terrorism. 
Some  FMLN  component  groups  remain 
committed  to  prolonged  military  attri- 
tion of  the  democratic  state;  others  to 


classic  schemes  of  provoking  mass  up- 
rising. Overall,  however,  the  FMLN 
tries  to  provoke  governmental  repres- 
sion through  terrorism  and  sabotage 
and  openly  hopes  to  see  it  develop 
should  the  conservative  ARENA  party 
win  the  presidential  election  in  March. 

In  a  profound  sense,  the  leftist 
option  collapsed  politically  with  the 
FMLN's  defeat  in  its  badly  miscalcu- 
lated "final  offensive"  of  January  1981. 
El  Salvador  was  not  Nicaragua:  the 
FMLN  demonstrated  that  it  had  little 
popular  support,  and  it  failed  to 
provoke  a  general  uprising  against  the 
beleaguered  Duarte  junta.  The  army 
remained  loyal  to  the  civil-military 
junta.  It  declined  the  opportunity  for 
a  counter  coup  or  a  new  matanza  of 
suspected  FMLN  supporters.  The 
paramilitary  right  had  to  remain  under- 
ground. The  reforms  continued.  The 
democratic  reform  option  had  been  se- 
verely tested  under  fire  and  had 
endured. 

Guerrilla  strength  in  1988  is  esti- 
mated at  6,000-7,000,  down  from  a  1983 
high  of  12,000.  The  Salvadoran  Govern- 
ment has  met  with  the  FMLN/FDR  17 
times  since  1983  in  an  effort  to  reach  a 
negotiated  solution,  but  the  armed  left 
still  rejects  the  government's  repeated 
offer  of  amnesty  and  challenge  to  test 
their  popular  support  at  the  polls.  The 
guerrillas  walked  out  of  the  last  meet- 
ing in  October  1987.  Their  precondi- 
tions for  renewed  talks — including 
power-sharing  before  elections  in  a 
transitional  government,  a  de  facto 
demand  that  the  political  center  dis- 
solve its  agonizingly  developed  con- 
sensus on  democracy — are  formally 
rejected  by  the  Salvadoran  Government 
as  unconstitutional. 

Doubts  about  the  FMLN's  sincerity 
regarding  a  negotiated  democratic  solu- 
tion seem  fully  justified:  the  FMLN  has 
changed  nothing  in  its  position  since  it 
presented  a  scenario  of  peace  through 
government  surrender  during  the  first 
talks  at  La  Palma  and  Ayagualo  in 
1984.  Guerrilla  documents  captured  by 
the  Salvadoran  Army  in  February  1988 
included  a  communication  between 
FMLN  leaders  on  the  peace  talks. 
It  reads  in  part: 

The  dialogue  is  not  an  end.  It  is  a 
means.  Whatever  form  a  negotiated  politi- 
cal solution  takes  does  not  mean  that  we 
cease  the  struggle.  Even  the  best  negoti- 
ated solution  would  mean  that  we  would 
put  more  emphasis  on  the  political,  rather 
than  the  military  struggle;  in  the  most 
likely  event,  it  would  mean  the  continua- 


tion of  the  struggle  in  all  its  forms — politi- 
cal and  military — but  now  from  a  position 
of  legitimate  and  recognized  power  at  the 
national  and,  to  a  good  extent,  interna- 
tional level. 


The  Army 

The  Salvadoran  Army  has  come  far 
from  the  confused,  poorly  equipped 
force  of  about  10,000  that  began  the 
decade.  While  the  FMLN  has  remained 
intellectually  frozen  in  1981  and  de- 
creased to  half  of  its  peak  strength,  the 
Salvadoran  Armed  Forces  have  become 
a  more  professional  and  efficient  force 
of  more  than  50,000  troops.  The  army's 
increased  effectiveness  in  direct  combat 
has  forced  the  guerrillas  to  operate 
chiefly  at  the  small-unit  level  and 
against  soft  economic  targets.  The 
FMLN's  frontal  attack  on  the  4th  bri- 
gade headquarters  at  El  Paraiso  on 
September  13,  1988,  followed  almost  a 
year  of  relative  inactivity  in  the  field. 
The  guerrillas  were  unable  to  penetrate 
the  inner  perimeter  and  took  numerous  j 
casualties.  It  was  a  failed  repetition  of 
a  similarly  heavy  attack  in  January  1984  i 
which  overran  El  Paraiso  and  routed  its ' 
defenders. 

At  the  end  of  1988,  it  is  instructive 
to  look  back  to  the  beginning  of  the 
decade.  The  democratic  center  in  El 
Salvador  did  not  then  and  still  has  not 
defined  political  success  in  military 
terms,  e.g.,  totally  exterminating  the     j 
guerrillas.  The  basic  issue  from  the 
military  perspective  in  1979-81  was 
whether  the  juntas  could  field  an  army 
able  to  protect  the  democratic  option 
against  the  attacks  of  the  armed  left. 

Ironically,  before  January  1981, 
U.S.  weapons  were  available  to  the 
FMLN  (provided  clandestinely  by  Viet- 
nam, Cuba,  and  Nicaragua,  along  with 
other  materiel  from  the  PLO,  Ethiopia, 
and  Eastern  Europe)  but  were  denied 
by  the  United  States  to  the  Salvadoran 
Government  forces  that  were  trying  to 
offer  their  nation  the  possibility  of  an 
alternative  to  monopoly  of  power  by  the 
political  extremes. 

In  fact,  the  democratic  option  had 
proven  that  it  had  the  loyalty  of  the 
army  in  1980  when  Duarte  took  the 
courageous  step  of  committing  his 
party's  life  and  credibility  to  a  transi- 
tional partnership  with  the  military  for 
democratic  reform.  As  an  institution, 
the  military  had  committed  itself  to  the 
quasirevolutionary  reform  decrees  of 
1979-80 — physically  implementing  and 
defending  the  land  reform — but  left 
their  administration  to  the  political 
leadership,  and  it  has  continued  to  do 


46 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/January  1989 


WESTERN  HEMISPHERE 


so.  The  army  backed  the  transition 
from  junta  to  Alvaro  Magana's  provi- 
sional presidency  in  1982  and  then  the 
promulgation  of  a  constitution  in  1983 
that  subjected  the  military  to  the  au- 
thority of  the  president,  as  civilian 
commander  in  chief,  for  the  first  time. 

In  June  1985,  the  conservative 
ARENA  tried  to  invalidate  the  legis- 
lative election  won  by  the  Christian 
Democrats.  However,  the  army's  com- 
mitment to  the  democratic  process  was 
reaffirmed  by  the  united  senior  military 
leadership,  which  publicly  underscored 
that  the  outcome  of  free  elections  was 
binding.  Since  then,  the  military 
as  an  institution  has  continued  to 
put  its  blood  on  the  line  in  the  field 
and  in  the  city  streets  without  seeking 
to  reassert  control  over  political  life  or 
public  policy.  By  accepting  the  re- 
forms— which  Ungo,  as  he  rallied  to  the 
armed  left,  claimed  it  never  would — the 
army  fundamentally  has  realigned  eco- 
nomic power  in  El  Salvador.  Today,  the 
future  of  the  sociopolitical  vision  first 
articulated  by  the  leaders  of  the  1979 
,  military  coup  rests  totally  in  the  hands 
of  civilian  leaders  appealing  for  a  man- 
date to  a  civilian  electorate. 

Human  Rights 

From  a  horrifying  level  of  political 
criminality  in  the  late  1970s,  El  Sal- 
j  vador  has  experienced  a  steady  upward 
trend  in  respect  for  human  rights  to 
the  present  uneven  plateau  of  perform- 
ance. Progress  has  been  insufficient, 
j  and  the  present  situation  remains  too 
imperfect  to  qualify  El  Salvador  as  an 
institutionalized  democracy  capable  of 
i  ensuring  respect  for  the  human  and 
civil  rights  of  all  its  citizens.  But  the 
:  political  center  has  created  sufficient 
public  confidence,  despite  the  violent 
extremes,  to  encourage  its  natural  ma- 
jority to  participate  in  the  political  proc- 
ess of  choosing  leaders  and  policies. 

President  Duarte's  personal  com- 
;mitment,  governmental  institutional 
efforts,  and  the  provision  of  training 
i  and  human  rights  instruction  to  the 
I  armed  forces  have  brought  unequivocal 
!  progress.  The  governmental  Human 
Rights  Commission,  with  offices  in  San 
}  Salvador  and  other  cities,  documents 
j  allegations  of  abuses,  conducts  investi- 
gations, visits  prisoners,  and  keeps  sta- 
tistical records.  Another  official  body, 
i  the  Commission  on  Investigations,  has 
[a  Special  Investigative  Unit  and  a  Fo- 
rensic Unit  to  apply  modern  crimi- 
nological techniques  in  investigating 
serious  crimes,  including  those  that 
seem  politically  motivated. 


U.S.  Restricts  Entry  of 
Nicaraguan  Officials,  Employees 


PROCLAMATION  5887, 

OCT.  22,  19881 

In  light  of  the  current  state  of  relations 
between  the  United  States  and  Nicaragua, 
including  the  July  11,  1988,  unjustified  ex- 
pulsion from  Nicaragua  of  the  United 
States  Ambassador  and  seven  other  United 
States  diplomats  for  pursuing  legitimate 
diplomatic  activities,  the  Nicaraguan  gov- 
ernment's refusal  to  allow  the  entry  of 
United  States  diplomats  to  ensure  the  con- 
tinued functioning  of  the  U.S.  embassy, 
and  long-standing  Nicaraguan  government 
suppression  of  free  expression  and  press 
and  support  of  subversive  activities 
throughout  Central  America,  I  have  deter- 
mined that  it  is  in  the  interests  of  the 
United  States  to  impose  certain  restric- 
tions on  entry  into  the  United  States  of 
officers  and  employees  of  the  Government 
of  Nicaragua  and  the  Sandinista  National 
Liberation  Front  (hereinafter,  the 
"FSLN"). 

Now,  Therefore,  I,  Ronald  Rea- 
gan, President  of  the  United  States  of 
America,  by  the  power  vested  in  me  by  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States 
of  America,  including  section  212(f)  of  the 
Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  of  1952, 
as  amended  (8  U.S.C.  1182(f)),  having 
found  the  unrestricted  nonimmigrant  entry 
of  officers  and  employees  of  the  Nic- 
araguan government  and  the  FSLN,  ex- 
cept as  provided  for  in  Sec.  2  of  this 
Proclamation,  to  be  detrimental  to  the  in- 
terests of  the  United  States,  do  hereby 
proclaim  that: 


El  Salvador,  nonetheless,  remains  a 
violent  society.  Disturbingly,  the  gen- 
eral level  of  violence  has  increased 
slightly  over  the  past  year.  As  always, 
it  remains  difficult  to  determine  the 
motive  in  the  majority  of  murders. 
However,  U.S.  Embassy  statistical  indi- 
cators, based  on  news  accounts  of  vio- 
lence and  other  public  sources,  confirm 
that  murders  of  apparently  political  mo- 
tivation have  declined  dramatically  over 
the  last  8  years,  from  a  high  of  750 
deaths  a  month  in  1980  to  23  a  month  in 
1987.  There  is  little  reason  to  expect 
the  basic  improvement  to  be  reversed. 

While  the  Salvadoran  Government 
has  made  concerted  efforts  to  improve 
the  military's  observance  of  human 
rights,  FMLN  assassinations,  kidnap- 
ings,  use  of  pressure-detonated  mines 


Section  1.  Entry  of  the  following 
classes  of  Nicaraguan  nationals  as  nonim- 
migrants is  hereby  suspended:  (a)  officers 
and  employees  of  the  Government  of  Nic- 
aragua or  FSLN  holding  diplomatic  or  offi- 
cial passports;  and  (b)  individuals  who, 
notwithstanding  the  type  of  passport  that 
they  hold  are  considered  by  the  Secretary 
of  State  or  his  designee  to  be  officers  or 
employees  of  the  Government  of  Nicaragua 
or  the  FSLN. 

Sec.  2  The  suspension  of  entry  as  non- 
immigrants set  forth  in  Section  1  shall  not 
apply  to  officers  or  employees  of  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Nicaragua  or  the  FSLN:  (a) 
who  are  representatives  to,  or  officers  or 
employees  of,  organizations  designated  un- 
der the  International  Organizations  Immu- 
nities Act  (22  U.S.C.  section  288)  and 
members  of  their  immediate  families  resid- 
ing with  them;  or  (b)  in  such  other  cases  or 
categories  of  cases  as  may  be  designated 
from  time  to  time  by  the  Secretary  of 
State  or  his  designee. 

Sec.  3.  This  Proclamation  is  effective 
immediately. 

In  Witness  Whereof,  I  have  here- 
unto set  my  hand  this  twenty-second  day  of 
October,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  nineteen 
hundred  and  eighty-eight,  and  of  the  Inde- 
pendence of  the  United  States  of  America 
the  two  hundred  and  thirteenth. 

Ronald  Reagan 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Oct.  31,  1988. 


that  kill  and  maim  indiscriminately,  and 
other  abuses  continue  to  mount.  The 
FMLN  assassinated  six  mayors  in  Mor- 
azan  and  Usulutan  Departments  this 
year;  guerrilla  mines  have  killed  39  peo- 
ple and  injured  more  than  130  in  the 
first  9  months  of  1988. 

The  violence  today,  although 
deeply  rooted  in  history,  is  deeply  con- 
ditioned by  the  turmoil  of  the  1970s.  At 
the  beginning  of  the  decade,  the  violent 
right  found  a  natural  recruitment  base 
in  the  former  members  of  the  clan- 
destine White  Warriors  Union  and  of 
ORDEN,  the  massive  paramilitary  or- 
ganization linked  to  army  elements 
which  was  dispersed  by  the  army  under 
junta  orders  in  October  1979.  Retired 
and  active-duty  police  and  military  per- 
sonnel linked  to  individual  landowners 
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or  personally  opposed  to  the  reform 
juntas  were  another  source  of  support. 
At  the  same  time,  guerrilla  terrorism — 
especially  the  assassinations  of  political 
figures  and  individual  active-duty  or  re- 
tired uniformed  personnel  going  about 
civilian  pursuits  (still  a  favorite  tac- 
tic)— provoked  passionate  reactions. 

The  resulting  dynamic  led  some 
security  force  personnel  to  adopt  a 
pattern  of  abuse  against  policy  and  or- 
ders, which  has  not  been  extirpated 
and  which  plays  into  the  hands  of  the 
enemies  of  the  democratic  center.  In 
some  cases,  this  has  meant  lack  of  ac- 
tion against  abuses  by  members  of 
state  institutions  or  indifference  to  the 
activities  of  clandestine  rightwing  ter- 
rorism. In  other  cases  it  has  meant 
shooting  first  and  asking  questions 
later  or  reprisals  against  noncombat- 
ants  known  or  thought  to  be  sym- 
pathetic to  the  guerrillas. 

The  fact  that  some  elements  of  the 
army  still  chafe  against  the  relatively 
new  obligation  to  respect  civilian  wel- 
fare while  it  fights  the  war  is  clear.  Its 
evolution  is  incomplete — notably  its  in- 
ability still  to  accept  that  fully  subject- 
ing the  officer  class  to  law  and  justice 
will  strengthen,  rather  than  weaken, 
the  army's  prestige,  cohesiveness,  pro- 
fessionalism, and  institutional  pros- 
pects. Yet,  this  is  an  army  whose  his- 
tory encompasses  the  wholesale  mas- 
sacre of  civilians  in  the  matanza  of 
1932.  The  extent  of  change  in  military 
conduct  and  attitudes  is  as  striking  as 
the  extent  of  socioeconomic  and  politi- 
cal change  it  has  endorsed. 

If  change  is  an  issue  and  a  chal- 
lenge for  the  military,  it  is  neither  for 
those  at  the  political  margins  where 
nothing  has  changed.  The  extreme  left 
and  right  still  embrace  the  politics  of 
systematic  terror  and  induced  de- 
spair— disappearances,  murder,  the 
calculated  destruction  of  people's  live- 
lihoods through  economic  sabotage — in 
fanatic  opposition  to  the  accrual  of 
power  at  the  center. 

Justice 

A  judicial  system  upon  which  all  cit- 
izens can  depend  for  reliable  law  en- 
forcement and  justice  is  an  obvious 
requirement  for  systematic  protection 
of  human  rights.  The  Salvadoran  judi- 
cial system,  by  contrast,  is  character- 
ized by  poorly  paid  and  trained  court 
officers  and  judges  subject  to  intim- 
idation and  bribery,  as  well  as  by  inade- 
quate material  and  personnel  resources. 
The  Salvadoran  Government  acknowl- 


edges the  challenge  of  judicial  reform, 
which  the  United  States  supports  with 
financial  and  training  assistance.  It  has 
taken  some  positive  steps  forward,  but 
much  remains  to  be  done. 

El  Salvador's  democratic  transition 
inherited  a  historic  lack  of  reliable  jus- 
tice for  any  element  of  society.  The 
poor  have  been  abused,  exploited,  and 
murdered;  the  rich  have  been  kidnaped, 
extorted,  and  murdered.  El  Salvador's 
democratic  leaders  inherited  a  culture 
of  violence  and  vigilantism  that  long 
has  been  a  substitute  for  dependable 
justice.  The  creation  of  a  satisfactory 
system  of  justice  will  require  time — to 
produce  a  sufficient  pool  of  properly 
trained  attorneys,  magistrates,  pros- 
ecutors, court  officers,  and  enforcement 
officials.  It  will  require  time  as  well  to 
overcome  the  instinctive  distrust  of 
state  institutions  bred  by  El  Salvador's 
history  of  class  division  and  to  dissipate 
the  passions  of  the  past  decade  of 
violence. 

Meanwhile,  however,  one  crucial 
change  in  El  Salvador's  administration 
of  justice  has  been  largely  unnoticed  in 
the  past  5  years:  the  judicial  system  is 
still  unable  to  deliver  justice  evenly  and 
adequately,  but  it  is  no  longer  a  system 
of  state  repression.  It  now  operates  on 
a  basis  of  openness  and  accountability. 
The  use  of  secret  prisons  and  places  of 
confinement  has  been  outlawed  and 
abandoned;  arrestees  are  no  longer  held 
incommunicado;  the  International  Com- 
mittee of  the  Red  Cross  is  notified  of 
arrests  and  has  access  to  prisoners. 
Standards  of  proof  and  due  process  are 
applied  in  determining  whether  ar- 
restees should  stand  trial  (which  few 
do,  given  the  police's  insufficent  investi- 
gative training  and  resources);  time 
spent  in  prejudicial  confinement,  which 
magistrates  alone  can  impose,  is  de- 
ducted from  sentences  of  those  con- 
victed; the  death  penalty  has  been 
constitutionally  abolished. 

This  quiet  transformation — a  cru- 
cial foundation  for  progress — is  un- 
matched by  change  at  the  political 
extremes,  which  remain  explicitly 
committed  to  murder,  abduction,  and 
extortions,  whether  in  the  name  of 
the  traditions  of  the  past  or  of 
revolutionary  justice. 

Economic  Challenge 

In  1986,  gross  domestic  product  (GDP) 
was  $4  billion;  per  capita  GDP  was 
$780,  and  the  rate  of  inflation  was  32%. 
With  coffee  production  accounting  for 
21%  of  GDP,  agriculture  remains  the 
mainstay  of  the  economy  and  of  exports 


(coffee,  cotton,  sugar,  and  shrimp). 
Light  industry  (food  processing,  tex- 
tiles, clothing,  petroleum  products,  and 
cement)  now  accounts  for  15%  of  GDP. 
International  debt  stood  at  $1.7  billion 
in  1987,  and  debt  service  payments  to- 
taled 31.2%  of  1987  export  earnings. 

El  Salvador's  once  solid  economic 
base — the  most  dynamic  and  promising 
in  Central  America  in  the  1970s — has 
deteriorated  drastically  under  the  psy- 
chological and  physical  blows  of  nearly 
a  decade  of  insurgency  and  sabotage. 
Economic  decline  has  made  it  ex- 
tremely difficult  for  the  government 
to  achieve  institutional  effectiveness, 
eroded  popular  confidence  in  the  fu- 
ture, magnified  unemployment,  and  dis- 
couraged investment.  It  now  rivals  the 
insurgency  itself  as  a  threat  to  El  Sal- 
vador's democratic  transition. 

Nine  years  of  guerrilla  attacks 
on  the  economic  infrastructure  have 
caused  billions  of  dollars  of  damage. 
The  guerrillas  repeatedly  have  targeted 
hydroelectric  stations,  transmission 
towers,  water  and  sewer  lines,  telecom- 
munications facilities  and  equipment, 
roads,  railways,  and  public  and  private 
transportation  networks.  They  have 
systematically  forced  the  abandonment 
of  farm  operations,  destroyed  the  vital 
coffee  mills,  burned  crops,  and  attacked 
workers  to  prevent  them  from  har- 
vesting. 

In  addition,  the  economic  situation 
has  been  damaged  by  the  drought  con- 
ditions of  the  last  3  years  and  the  sharp 
drop  in  world  commodity  prices  for  cof- 
fee, sugar,  and  cotton.  In  October  1986, 
a  major  earthquake  in  San  Salvador 
caused  more  than  $1  billion  worth  of 
damage. 

The  government  launched  an  eco- 
nomic program  in  1986-87  which  has 
begun  to  produce  results.  Inflation 
dropped  from  32%  in  1986  to  25%  in 
1987,  and  projections  for  1988  are  still 
lower.  The  country  also  has  registered  5 
consecutive  years  of  modest  growth  in 
gross  domestic  product  (2.6%  in  1987). 

U.S.  Support  for 
Democratic  Transition 

Cooperation  between  the  United  States 
and  El  Salvador  has  kept  open  and 
given  shape  to  a  democratic  option  that 
seemed  unthinkable  when  the  decade 
began.  U.S.  policy  in  El  Salvador  en- 
compasses assistance  for  the  consoli- 
dation of  the  democratic  transition, 
the  promotion  of  equitable  economic 
growth,  the  reduction  of  human  rights 
violations,  the  support  of  El  Salvador's 
regional  peace  efforts,  and  the  develop- 
ment of  an  adequate  national  security 
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capacity.  Since  1980,  U.S.  economic  as- 
sistance to  support  private  sector  initia- 
tives, to  assist  the  government  to 
repair  damage  to  the  economic  in- 
frastructure from  guerrilla  sabotage, 
and  to  fund  programs  in  education, 
health,  land  reform,  human  rights,  and 
judicial  reform  has  totaled  $2.4  billion. 
After  providing  no  military  assistance 
between  1977  and  1981,  the  United 
States  has  provided  more  than  $800 
million  in  military  aid  to  help  equip, 
train,  and  professionalize  the  Sal- 
vadoran  Army. 

Ironically,  however,  the  decade 
closes  with  the  communist  insurgents 
counting  on  political  fatigue  in  the 
United  States,  hoping  to  solve  their 
military  problems  and  achieve  their  po- 
litical objectives  by  inhibiting  or  even 
interrupting  the  U.S.  support  that  has 
enabled  El  Salvador's  center  to  seize 
and  hold  the  initiative  in  defense 
of  democracy.  ■ 


U.S.  Import  Duties 
Increase  for  Certain 
Brazilian  Products 


PROCLAMATION  5885, 
OCT.  20,  19881 

1.  On  July  21,  1988,  prior  to  the  date  of 
enactment  of  section  1301  of  the  Omnibus 
Trade  and  Competitiveness  Act  of  1988 
(Pub.  L.  100-418),  I  determined  pursuant 

1  to  section  301  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974,  as 
amended  (19  U.S.C.  2411),  that  the  Govern- 
ment of  Brazil  has  failed  to  provide  process 

I  and  product  patent  protection  for  phar- 
maceutical products  and  fine  chemicals, 

'  and  that  this  failure  is  unreasonable  and 
constitutes  a  burden  or  restriction  on  U.S. 
commerce  (53  Fed.  Reg.  28177).  This 
failure  permits  the  unauthorized  copying  of 

'  pharmaceutical  products  and  processes 
that  were  invented  by  U.S.  firms.  I  di- 

!  rected  the  United  States  Trade  Represen- 

;  tative  to  hold  public  hearings  on  products 
of  Brazil  that  were  appropriate  candidates 

'  for  increased  duties  or  other  import  re- 

;  strictions,  and  those  hearings  were  held 
September  8  and  9,  1988.  I  have  further 


determined,  pursuant  to  section  301  of  the 
Trade  Act  of  1974,  as  amended  by  the  Om- 
nibus Trade  and  Competitiveness  Act  of 
1988,  that  appropriate  and  feasible  action 
in  response  to  Brazil's  unreasonable  pol- 
icies and  practices  is  to  impose  increased 
duties  of  l00  percent  ad  valorem  on  certain 
imported  articles  that  are  the  products  of 
Brazil. 

2.  Section  301  of  the  Act  as  amended 
authorizes  appropriate  and  feasible  action 
within  the  power  of  the  President  to  obtain 
the  elimination  of  an  act,  policy,  or  practice 
of  a  foreign  government  that  is  inconsistent 
with  the  provisions  of,  or  otherwise  denies 
benefits  to  the  United  States  under,  a 
trade  agreement;  or  is  unjustifiable,  unrea- 
sonable, or  discriminatory  and  burdens  or 
restricts  U.S.  commerce.  Section  301  au- 
thorizes the  suspension,  withdrawal,  or 
prevention  of  the  application  of  benefits  of 
trade  agreement  concessions  with  respect 
to,  and  the  imposition  of  duties  or  other 
import  restrictions  on  the  products  of,  such 
foreign  country  for  such  time  as  is  appro- 
priate. Pursuant  to  section  301,  such  ac- 
tions may  be  taken  on  a  nondiscriminatory 
basis  or  solely  against  the  products  of  the 
foreign  country  involved. 

3.  I  have  decided,  pursuant  to  section 
301,  to  increase  U.S.  import  duties  on  the 
articles  provided  for  in  the  annexes  to  this 
Proclamation  that  are  the  products  of 
Brazil. 

4.  Section  604  of  the  Trade  Act  of  1974 
(19  U.S.C.  2483)  authorizes  the  President 
to  embody  in  the  Tariff  Schedules  of  the 
United  States  (TSUS)  the  substance  of  the 
provisions  of  that  Act,  of  other  Acts  affect- 
ing import  treatment,  and  of  actions  taken 
thereunder.  Section  1204(b)  of  the  Omnibus 
Trade  and  Competitiveness  Act  of  1988  re- 
quires that  I  proclaim  such  modifications  to 
the  Harmonized  Tariff  Schedule  of  the 
United  States  (HTS),  as  enacted  in  section 
1204  of  that  Act,  as  are  necessary  or  ap- 
propriate to  implement  the  applicable 
provisions  of  statutes  enacted,  executive 
actions  taken,  and  final  judicial  decisions 
rendered,  after  January  1,  1988,  and  before 
the  effective  date  of  the  HTS. 

Now,  Therefore,  I  Ronald 
Reagan,  President  of  the  United  States  of 
America,  acting  under  the  authority  vested 
in  me  by  the  Constitution  and  statutes  of 
the  United  States,  including  but  not  lim- 
ited to  sections  301  and  604  of  the  Trade 
Act  of  1974,  as  amended  and  section  1204  of 
the  Omnibus  Trade  and  Competitiveness 
Act  of  1988,  do  proclaim  that: 

(1)  Subpart  B  of  part  2  of  the  Appendix 
to  the  TSUS  is  modified  as  provided  in 
Annex  I  to  this  Proclamation. 

(2)  Chapter  99  of  the  HTS  is  modified  as 
provided  in  Annex  II  to  this  Proclamation. 


(3)  The  United  States  Trade  Represen- 
tative is  authorized  to  suspend,  modify,  or 
terminate  the  increased  duties  imposed  by 
this  Proclamation  upon  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register  of  his  determination  that 
such  action  is  in  the  interest  of  the  United 
States. 

(4)(a)  The  modifications  to  the  TSUS 
made  by  Annex  I  to  this  Proclamation  are 
effective  with  respect  to  articles  entered, 
or  withdrawn  from  warehouse  for  con- 
sumption, on  or  after  the  10th  day  after 
the  date  of  signature  of  this  Proclamation. 

(b)  The  modifications  to  the  HTS  made 
by  Annex  II  to  this  Proclamation  are  effec- 
tive with  respect  to  articles  entered,  or 
withdrawn  from  warehouse  for  consump- 
tion, on  or  after  January  1,  1989. 

In  Witness  Whereof,  I  have  here- 
unto set  my  hand  this  twentieth  day  of 
October,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  nineteen 
hundred  and  eighty-eight,  and  of  the  Inde- 
pendence of  the  United  States  of  America 
the  two  hundred  and  thirteenth. 

Ronald  Reagan 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Oct.  24,  1988. 


Current  Actions 


MULTILATERAL 


Arbitration 

Convention  on  the  recognition  and  enforce- 
ment of  foreign  arbitral  awards.  Done  at 
New  York  June  10,  1958.  Entered  into 
force  June  7,  1959;  for  the  U.S.  Dec.  29, 
1970.  TIAS  6997. 

Accession  deposited:  Dominica,  Oct.  28, 
1988. 

Aviation 

Protocol  on  the  authentic  quadrilingual 
text  of  the  covention  on  international  civil 
aviation  (TIAS  1591),  with  annex.  Done  at 
Montreal  Sept.  30,  1977.' 
Acceptance  deposited:  Antigua  and  Bar- 
buda, Nov.  14,  1988. 

Canals 

Protocol  to  the  treaty  concerning  the  per- 
manent neutrality  and  operation  of  the 
Panama  Canal  (TIAS  10029).  Done  at 
Washington  Sept.  7,  1977.  Enters  into 
force  for  each  state  at  the  time  of  deposit 
of  its  instrument  of  accession. 
Accession  deposited:  U.S.S.R.,  Nov.  2, 
1988. 
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Conservation 

Convention  on  international  trade  in  en- 
dangered species  of  wild  fauna  and  flora, 
with  appendices.  Done  at  Washington 
Mar.  3,  1973.  Entered  into  force  July  1, 
1975.  TIAS  8249. 

Accession  deposited:  Burundi,  Aug.  8, 
1988. 

Amendment  to  the  convention  of  Mar.  3, 
1973,  on  international  trade  in  endangered 
species  of  wild  fauna  and  flora  (TIAS 
8249).  Done  at  Gaborone  Apr.  30,  1983. > 
[Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  98-10. 
Acceptances  deposited:  China,  July  7,  1988; 
Mauritius,  July  21,  1988. 

Judicial  Procedure 

Convention  on  the  civil  aspects  of  interna- 
tional child  abduction.  Done  at  The  Hague 
Oct.  25,  1980.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  1, 
1983;  for  the  U.S.  July  1,  1988.  [Senate] 
Treaty  Doc.  99-11. 
Proclaimed  by  the  President:  Nov.  7,  1988. 2 

Inter-American  convention  on  letters 
rogatory.  Done  at  Panama  City  Jan.  30, 
1975.  Entered  into  force  Jan.  16,  1976;  for 
the  U.S.  Aug.  27,  1988.  [Senate]  Treaty 
Doc.  98-27. 

Additional  protocol  to  the  Inter-American 
convention  on  letters  rogatory,  with  annex. 
Done  at  Montevideo  May  8,  1979.  Entered 
into  force  June  14,  1980;  for  the  U.S.  Aug. 
27,  1988.  [Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  98-27. 
Proclaimed  by  the  President:  Nov.  8,  1988. 2 

Organization  of  American  States 

Protocol  of  amendment  to  the  Charter  of 
the  Organization  of  American  States  (TIAS 
2361)  "Protocol  of  Cartagena  de  Indias." 
Signed  at  Cartagena  de  Indias,  Colombia, 
Dec.  5,  1985. ' 

Ratification  deposited:  Argentina,  Nov.  7, 
1988;  Brazil,  Oct.  3,  1988. 

Pollution 

Convention  for  the  protection  and  develop- 
ment of  the  marine  environment  of  the 
wider  Caribbean  region,  with  annex  and 
protocol  concerning  cooperation  in  combat- 
ting oil  spills  in  the  wider  Caribbean  re- 
gion, with  annex.  Done  at  Cartagena 
Mar.  24,  1983.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  11, 
1986.  [Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  98-13. 
Accession  deposited:  Cuba,  Sept.  15,  1988. 

Convention  for  the  protection  of  the  ozone 
layer,  with  annexes.  Done  at  Vienna 
Mar.  22,  1985.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  22, 
1988.  [Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  99-9. 
Accession  deposited:  Nigeria,  Oct.  31, 
1988. 


Terrorism 

International  convention  against  the  taking 
of  hostages.  Done  at  New  York  Dec.  17, 
1979.  Entered  into  force  June  3,  1983;  for 
the  U.S.  Jan.  6,  1985. 
Accession  deposited:  Brunei,  Oct.  18,  1988. 


BILATERAL 


Argentina 

Swap  agreement,  with  memorandum  of  un- 
derstanding. Signed  at  Washington  and 
Buenos  Aires  Oct.  19,  1988.  Entered  into 
force  Oct.  19,  1988. 

Bangladesh 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Feb.  19  and  24,  1986,  as  amended,  concern- 
ing trade  in  certain  apparel  categories.  Ef- 
fected by  exchange  of  notes  at  Dhaka  July 
14  and  Sept.  15,  1988.  Entered  into  force 
Sept.  15,  1988. 

Canada 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Feb.  26,  1973,  as  amended  (TIAS  7837, 
9352),  for  promotion  of  safety  on  the  Great 
Lakes  by  means  of  radio.  Effected  by  ex- 
change of  notes  at  Ottawa  Dec.  22,  1987, 
and  Aug.  10  and  Oct.  24,  1988.  Enters  into 
force  Feb.  1,  1989. 

Costa  Rica 

Agreement  for  the  sale  of  agricultural  com- 
modities. Signed  at  San  Jose  Mar.  3,  1988. 
Entered  into  force:  Sept.  20,  1988. 

Egypt 

Project  grant  agreement  for  Cairo  Water 
Supply  II.  Signed  at  Cairo  Sept.  30,  1988. 
Entered  into  force  Sept.  30,  1988. 

Project  grant  agreement  for  telecom- 
munications IV.  Signed  at  Cairo  Sept.  27, 
1988.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  27,  1988. 

Ghana 

Agreement  relating  to  and  amending  the 
agreement  of  June  15,  1987,  for  sales  of 
agricultural  commodities.  Signed  at  Accra 
Sept.  23,  1988.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  23, 
1988. 

Jamaica 

Agreement  relating  to  the  agreement  of 
Jan.  15,  1987,  as  amended,  for  sales  of  agri- 
cultural commodities.  Signed  at  Kingston 
Sept.  22,  1988.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  22, 
1988. 


Jordan 

Mutual  support  agreement,  with  annexes. 
Signed  at  Amman  Oct.  30,  1988.  Entered 
into  force  Oct.  30,  1988. 

Mexico 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
June  18,  1982,  as  amended  (TIAS  10535), 
relating  to  assignments  and  usage  of  televi- 
sion broadcasting  channels  in  the  fre- 
quency range  470-806  MHz  (channels 
14-69)  along  the  U.S. -Mexico  border.  Ef- 
fected by  exchange  of  notes  at  Washington 
June  22  and  Oct.  19,  1988.  Entered  into 
force  Oct.  19,  1988. 

Agreement  on  reduced  air  fares.  Effected 
by  exchange  of  letters  at  Mexico  Sept.  23, 
1988.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  23,  1988. 
Supersedes  agreement  of  Jan.  20,  1978,  as 
extended  (TIAS  10115). 

Memorandum  of  understanding  on  addi- 
tional services  (double  designation),  with 
annex.  Signed  at  Mexico  Sept.  23,  1988. 
Entered  into  force  Sept.  23,  1988. 

Memorandum  of  understanding  on  all-cargo 
services.  Signed  at  Mexico  Sept.  23,  1988. 
Entered  into  force  Sept.  23,  1988. 

Memorandum  of  understanding  on  charter 
flights.  Signed  at  Mexico  Sept.  23,  1988. 
Entered  into  force  Sept.  23,  1988. 
Supersedes  agreement  of  Jan.  20,  1978,  as 
extended  (TIAS  10115). 

Oman 

Memorandum  of  agreement  relating  to  the 
provision  of  technical  assistance  to  improve 
Oman's  air  transportation  services,  with 
annexes.  Signed  at  Muscat  Sept.  13,  1988. 
Entered  into  force  Sept.  13,  1988;  effective 
Apr.  1,  1988. 

Supersedes  agreement  of  Dec.  14,  1979  and 
May  18,  1980,  as  extended  (TIAS  9824). 

Pakistan 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
May  20  and  June  11,  1987,  as  amended, 
concerning  trade  in  textiles  and  textile 
products.  Effected  by  exchange  of  letters 
at  Washington  Oct.  14  and  17,  1988.  En- 
tered into  force  Oct.  17,  1988. 

Agreement  relating  to  the  agreement  of 
June  25,  1987,  for  the  sale  of  agricultural 
commodities.  Signed  at  Islamabad  Sept. 
22,  1988.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  22,  1988. 

Ninth  amendment  to  the  commodity  import 
grant  and  loan  agreement  for  agricultural 
commodities  and  equipment.  Signed  at  Is- 
lamabad Sept.  22,  1988.  Entered  into  force 
Sept.  22,  1988. 
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Program  grant  agreement  for  balance  of 
payments  support  and  special  development 
fund.  Signed  at  Islamabad  Sept.  29,  1988. 
Entered  into  force  Sept.  29,  1988. 

Project  grant  agreement  for  private  sector 
power.  Signed  at  Islamabad  Sept.  29,  1988. 
Entered  into  force  Sept.  29,  1988. 

Paraguay 

Mutual  cooperation  agreement  for  reducing 
demand,  illicit  production,  and  traffic  of 
drugs.  Signed  at  Asuncion  Sept.  22,  1988. 
Entered  into  force  Sept.  22,  1988. 

Philippines 

Memorandum  of  agreement  supplementing 
and  amending  the  agreement  of  Mar.  14, 
1947,  as  amended  (TIAS  1775,  10699),  con- 
cerning military  bases,  with  agreed  min- 
utes. Signed  at  Washington  Oct.  17,  1988. 
Entered  into  force  Oct.  17,  1988. 

Sri  Lanka 

Agreement  relating  to  the  agreement  of 
Nov.  13,  1986,  for  sales  of  agricultural  com- 
modities. Signed  at  Colombo  Sept.  30, 
1988.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  30,  1988. 

Agreement  relating  to  trade  in  textiles  and 
textile  products,  with  annexes.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  notes  at  Colombo  May  23  and 
24,  1988.  Entered  into  force  May  24,  1988; 
effective  June  1,  1988. 

United  Kingdom 

Agreement  extending  the  agreement  of 
Apr.  14,  1987,  concerning  the  British  Vir- 
gin Islands  and  narcotics  activities.  Ef- 
fected by  exchange  of  notes  at  Washington 
Nov.  10,  1988.  Entered  into  force  Nov.  10, 
1988;  effective  Nov.  12,  1988. 

Memorandum  of  understanding  on  the  ex- 
change of  subunits.  Signed  at  Washington 
Oct.  5,  1988.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  5, 

1988. 

Yemen 

Agreement  for  sales  of  agricultural  com- 
modities. Signed  at  Sanaa  Sept.  29,  1988. 
Entered  into  force  Sept.  29,  1988. 

Zaire 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Feb.  24,  1988,  as  amended,  for  sales  of  ag- 
ricultural commodities.  Effected  by  ex- 
change of  letters  at  Kinshasa  Oct.  4-5, 
1988.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  5,  1988. 


'Not  in  force. 
2With  reservation(s). 


Department  of  State 


Press  releases  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Office  of  Press  Relations,  Department  of 
State,  Washington,  D.C.  20520. 


No. 


Date 


230       11/2 


231       11/2 


232      11/3 


*233      11/4 


*234       11/4 


*235       11/4 


*236       11/8 


*237       11/8 


Subject 

Shultz:  remarks  before 
American  and  European 
Nuclear  Societies  and  the 
Nuclear  Energy  Forum, 
Oct.  31. 

Foreign  Relations  of 
the  United  States, 
1952-1954,  Volume  VIII, 
Eastern  Europe;  the  So- 
viet Union;  Eastern  Med- 
iterranean, released. 

Shultz:  remarks  before 
Overseas  Security  Ad- 
visory Council,  Nov.  2 

Shultz:  remarks  at  Una 
Chapman  Cox  awards 
ceremony. 

Shultz:  remarks  at  Security 
Awareness  Week  awards 
ceremony. 

Shultz:  remarks  upon  re- 
ceiving the  B'nai  B'rith 
Philip  M.  Klutznick 
award. 

Shultz:  remarks  at  opening 
of  Sergei  Petrov  photog- 
raphy exhibit. 

Shultz:  remarks,  question- 
and-answer  session  be- 
fore the  American  Coun- 
cil of  Young  Political 
Leaders. 


USUN 


Press  releases  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Public  Affairs  Office,  U.S.  Mission  to  the 
United  Nations,  799  United  Nations  Plaza, 
New  York,  N.Y.  10017. 


No.  Date  Subject 

*71        8/17      Okun:  condolences  to  the 
Government  of  Pakistan 
on  death  of  President 
Zia,  UN  General 
Assembly. 

*72        9/8        Byrne:  Khmer  refugees, 
UNBRO. 

*73        9/12      Korn:  Africa,  Programme 
of  Action  for  African 
Economic  Recovery  and 
Development,   1986-1990. 


*238      11/9        Shultz:  remarks  on 

President-elect  Bush's 
appointment  of  James 
Baker  as  Secretary  of 
State. 

*239       11/14      Program  for  the  official 
visit  to  Washington, 
D.C,  of  Prime  Minister 
Thatcher  of  the  United 
Kingdom  of  Great  Britain 
and  Northern  Ireland, 
Nov.  15-17. 

*240       11/14      Program  for  the  official 
working  visit  to  Wash- 
ington, D.C,  of  Chancel- 
lor Kohl  of  the  Federal 
Republic  of  Germany, 
Nov.  15. 

241  11/16      Shultz:  address  at  the  OAS 

General  Assembly,  San 
Salvador,  Nov.  14. 

242  11/16      Shultz:  news  conference, 

OAS  General  Assembly, 

San  Salvador,  Nov.  14. 
*243      11/17      Shultz:  luncheon  toast, 

OAS,  San  Salvador, 

Nov.  14. 
*244       11/16      Shultz:  luncheon  toast  in 

honor  of  Prime  Minister 

Thatcher. 
*245       11/18      Shultz:  remarks  before 

group  of  Soviet  and 

American  municipal 

leaders. 
*246      11/30      Shultz:  interview  on  USIA 

Worldnet's  "Dialogue." 

*Not  printed  in  the  Bulletin.  ■ 


*74         9/13      White  House  announce- 
ment on  U.S.  contribu- 
tions to  the  UN. 

"75        9/20      U.S.  delegation  to  the  43d 
session  of  the  UN  Gen- 
eral Assembly. 

*76        9/23      Byrne:  Nicaraguan  delega- 
tion visa  applications, 
Committee  on  Relations 
with  the  Host  Country. 
77        9/26      Reagan:  address  before  43d 
session  of  the  UN  Gen- 
eral Assembly. 

*78  9/27  Walters:  Panama,  UN  Gen- 
eral Assembly. 

*79  9/30  Rondon:  Cuba,  UN  General 
Assembly,  Sept.  29. 

"80  9/29  Walters:  note  to  correspon- 
dents on  the  Nobel  Peace 
Prize. 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/January  1989 


51 


PUBLICATIONS 


*81 

9/30 

*82 

10/4 

*83 

10/5 

*84 

10/5 

*85 

10/5 

*86 

10/6 

*87 

10/12 

*88       10/13 


89 

10/13 

90 

10/13 

91 

10/13 

92 

10/13 

93 

10/14 

94 

10/17 

'95      10/17 


96      10/18 


97 

10/20 

98 

10/20 

99 

10/20 

*100       10/21 


*101       10/24 


'102       10/24 


403 
404 


10/25 
10/24 


Rondon:  Cuba,  UN  General 
Assembly,  Sept.  29. 

Shearouse:  conference  pat- 
terns, Committee  V. 

Okun:  reply  to  Libya, 
UN  General  Assembly, 
Oct.  4. 

Korn:  world  economy,  Com- 
mittee II. 

Gross:  reply  to  Syria, 
plenary. 

Hoh:  Joint  Inspection  Unit, 
Committee  V. 

Okun:  pledging  conference 
for  assistance  to 
Afghanistan,  Trusteeship 
Council. 

Gross:  report  on  effects  of 
atomic  radiation,  Special 
Political  Committee. 

Chisholm:  financial  state- 
ments, Committee  V. 

Cahill:  locust,  human  set- 
tlement, ECOSOC  re- 
form, Committee  II. 

Montgomery:  U.S. -Israeli 
relations,  Committee  II. 

Rondon:  reply  to  Nic- 
aragua, UN  General 
Assembly. 

Byrne:  racial  discrimina- 
tion, Committee  III. 

Montgomery:  UN  and 
League  of  Arab  States 
cooperation,  UN  General 
Assembly. 

Note  to  correspondents: 
Ambassador  Korn  re- 
turns to  private  sector. 

Burns:  arms  control  and 
disarmament,  Committee 
II. 

Rosenstock:  report  on  UN 
Charter  Special  Commit- 
tee, Committee  VI. 

Byrne:  American  Samoa, 
Guam,  and  U.S.  Virgin 
Islands,  Committee  IV. 

Reagan:  statement  upon 
signing  House  Joint  Res- 
olution 602  regarding 
Cambodia,  Oct.  18. 

Montgomery:  external  debt 
and  development,  Com- 
mittee II. 

Montgomery:  outer  space, 
Special  Political 
Committee. 

Note  to  correspondents: 
Mrs.  Reagan's  address  to 
Committee  III,  Oct.  25. 

Reagan:  narcotics,  Com- 
mittee III. 

Reagan:  UN  Day  proclama- 
tion, Oct.  24. 


107 

10/25 

108 

10/26 

109 

10/26 

110 

10/26 

111 

10/27 

112 

10/27 

415 


105       10/25      White  House  statement: 
conference  on  chemical 
weapons  use  to  be  hosted 
in  Paris  on  Jan.  7-11, 
1989,  Oct.  21. 
*106      10/25      Okun:  International  Court 
of  Justice  judgment 
against  Nicaragua,  UN 
General  Assembly. 

Bunton:  Western  Sahara, 
Committee  IV. 

Byrne:  social  issues,  Com- 
mittee III. 

Okun:  UN  peacekeeping 
operations,  Special  Polit- 
ical Committee. 

Byrne:  apartheid,  UN  Gen- 
eral Assembly. 

Kennedy:  IAEA  report, 
UN  General  Assembly. 

Koop:  WHO  40th  anniver- 
sary, UN  General 
Assembly. 
*113       10/27      Boschwitz:  environment 
and  development,  Com- 
mittee II. 
10/28      Saddler:  UNITAR,  Com- 
mittee II. 
10/28      Shearouse:  International 

Civil  Service  Commission 
report,  Committee  V. 
416      10/31      Cahill:  disaster  relief  as- 
sistance, Committee  II. 

*Not  printed  in  the  Bulletin.  ■ 


Department  of  State 


Free  single  copies  of  the  following  Depart- 
ment of  State  publications  are  available 
from  the  Public  Information  Division,  Bu- 
reau of  Public  Affairs,  Department  of 
State,  Washington,  D.C.  20520. 


The  Secretary 

The  Ecology  of  International  Change, 
Commonwealth  Club  of  California,  San 
Francisco,  Oct.  28,  1988  (Current  Policy 
#1120). 

The  Administration's  Arms  Control  Leg- 
acy, American  and  European  Nuclear  So- 
cieties and  the  Nuclear  Energy  Forum, 
Oct.  31,  1988  (Current  Policy  #1121). 

The  Inter-American  System:  Into  the  Next 
Century,  General  Assembly  of  the  Orga- 
nization of  American  States,  San  Sal- 
vador, Nov.  14,  1988  (Current  Policy 
#1126). 


East  Asia 

Trends  in  U.S. -Japan  Economic  Coopera- 
tion, Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  Clark 
Subcommittee  on  Asian  and  Pacific  Af- 
fairs of  the  House  Foreign  Affairs  Com- 
mittee, Oct.  13,  1988  (Current  Policy 
#1124). 

Philippines  Military  Bases  Agreement  Re 
view,  1988,  Oct.  17,  1988,  (Selected  Docu- 
ments #33). 

Economics 

Global  Economic  Integration,  Deputy  Sec- 
retary Whitehead,  Economic  Policy 
Council  of  the  United  Nations  Associa- 
tion of  the  USA,  Sept.  20,  1988  (Current 
Policy  #1119). 

Europe 

Western  Europe:  The  European  Commu- 
nity's Program  for  a  Single  Market  in 
1992  (Regional  Brief,  Nov.  1988). 

General 

Building  a  Flexible  Framework  for  New 
Information  Services,  Acting  Coordi- 
nator and  Director  Parker  W.  Borg, 
INTELEVENT  '88  Conference,  Cannes, 
France,  Oct.  19,  1988  (Current  Policy 
#1123). 

U.S.  Foreign  Policy  in  a  Time  of  Transi- 
tion, national  security  adviser  Powell, 
National  Press  Club,  Oct.  27,  1988  (Cur- 
rent Policy  #1127). 

Human  Rights 

Good  News:  Our  Human  Rights  Policy, 
Senior  Policy  Adviser  George  Lister, 
Florida  International  University,  Miami, 
Oct.  3,  1988  (Current  Policy  #1125). 

Universal  Declaration  of  Human  Rights: 
40th  Anniversary  (GIST,  Nov.  1988). 

Middle  East 

Lebanon:  At  the  Crossroads,  Assistant 
Secretary  Murphy,  American  University 
of  Beirut  (AUB)  Alumni  Conference,  Or- 
lando, Oct.  29,  1988  (Current  Policy 
#1122). 

Refugees 

UNHCR  Programs  to  Protect  Vietnam 
Refugees  (GIST,  Nov.  1988). 

Western  Hemisphere 

El  Salvador:  The  Battle  for  Democracy, 
(Public  Information  Series,  Nov.  1988). 

Caribbean  Basin  Special  Textile  Access 
Program  (GIST,  Nov.  1988).  ■ 
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Foreign  Relations  Volume  Released 


The  Department  of  State,  on  Novem- 
ber 2,  1988,  released  Foreign  Relations 
of  the  United  States,  1952-1954,  Volume 
VIII,  Eastern  Europe;  the  Soviet 
Union;  the  Eastern  Mediterranean. 

The  U.S.  policy  toward  Eastern 
Europe  during  this  period  was  domi- 
nated by  two  considerations:  encour- 
agement of  the  independence  of 
Eastern  European  countries  from  So- 
viet control  and  concern  over  refugees 
and  escapees  from  the  area.  The 
United  States  considered  national  com- 
munism along  the  lines  of  Tito's  model 
in  Yugoslavia  a  step  toward  greater  in- 
dependence in  the  region.  Treatment  of 
refugees  and  escapees  remained  a  deli- 
cate problem  throughout  the  period. 

Diplomacy  finally  solved  the  issue 
of  divided  Trieste.  The  United  States 
was  anxious  to  withdraw  its  troops 
from  the  territory  as  well  as  to  recon- 
cile Yugoslav  and  Italian  territorial 
claims.  A  diplomatic  settlement  was  fi- 
nally achieved  in  the  fall  of  1954  despite 
the  difficulties  created  by  Italian  and 
Yugoslav  mutual  distrust. 


U.S.  relations  with  the  Soviet 
Union  during  the  period  were  charac- 
terized by  tension  and  discord  cul- 
minating in  the  Soviet  declaration  of 
Ambassador  George  Kennan  as  persona 
non  grata  in  October  1952.  Marshal 
Stalin's  death  in  March  1953  and  the 
rise  of  Georgi  Malenkov  to  power,  how- 
ever, ushered  in  a  period  of  relative 
detente. 

Military  and  economic  considera- 
tions dominated  U.S.  policy  toward 
Yugoslavia.  The  economic  needs  of  that 
country  were  partially  met  by  uni- 
lateral and  tripartite  assistance,  but 
military  cooperation  between  Yugo- 
slavia and  the  West  experienced  shaky 
beginnings  and  remained  uncertain  at 
the  end  of  1954. 

Documentation  on  Cyprus  focuses 
on  the  questions  of  self-determination 
at  the  United  Nations  for  Cyprus  and 
the  movement  within  the  island  for 
union  with  Greece.  Bilateral  relations 
with  Greece  and  Turkey  centered  on 
political,  military,  and  economic 
matters. 


Foreign  Relations,  1952-1954,  Vol- 
ume VIII,  comprising  over  1,400  pages 
of  previously  classified  foreign  affairs 
records,  was  prepared  in  the  Office  of 
the  Historian,  Bureau  of  Public  Affairs, 
Department  of  State.  This  official  rec- 
ord is  based  upon  the  files  of  the  White 
House,  the  Department  of  State,  and 
other  government  agencies. 

Copies  of  Volume  VIII  (Depart- 
ment of  State  Publication  No.  9618; 
GPO  Stock  No.  044-000-02196-0)  may 
be  purchased  for  $33.00  from  the 
Superintendent  of  Documents,  U.S. 
Government  Printing  Office,  Wash- 
ington, D.C.  20402.  Checks  or  money 
orders  should  be  payable  to  the  Super- 
intendent of  Documents. 
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sheet)    38 
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Aid  to  Nicaraguan  Democratic  Resistance 
(White  House  statement)   45 

U.S.  Restricts  Entry  of  Nicaraguan  Offi- 
cials, Employees  (proclamation)   47 

North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization. 
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President  Reagan,  President  Gorbachev, 
and  Vice  President  Bush  on  Governor's 
Island  with  the  New  York  City  skyline  in 
the  background. 
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President  Reagan  and  President  Gorbachev 
Meet  in  New  York 

President  Reagan  and  Mikhail  S.  Gorbachev, 

Chairman  of  the  Presidium 

of  the  Supreme  Soviet, 

met  on  Governor's  Island,  New  York, 

on  December  7,  1988. 


. . .  our  meeting  today  is  under  the  gaze 
of  Lady  Liberty,  and  I  think  that's  al- 
together appropriate.  The  quest  for  hu- 
man rights  and  personal  freedom  is 
very  much  a  part  of  the  agenda  of 

American-Soviet  relations since  they 

began  in  1985,  my  discussions  with 
President  Gorbachev  have  been 
friendly,  businesslike,  and  productive. 
And  although  our  time  together  today 
will  be  brief,  I  welcome  this  opportu- 
nity for  a  final  meeting  between  myself, 
President  Gorbachev,  and  Vice  Presi- 
dent Bush  that  will  demonstrate  the 
continuity  of  the  process  we  first  put  in 
place  at  Geneva  in  1985. 

The  pursuit  of  peace  is,  of  course, 
always  in  season.  But  I  think  it's  espe- 
cially appropriate  that  President  Gor- 
bachev should  be  here  at  this  time  of 
year,  a  time  when  the  thoughts  and 
prayers  of  all  of  us  turn  to  the  hope 
that  someday  nations  and  people  from 
every  part  of  the  world  will  live  in 
peace  and  harmony  with  one  another. 
It's  for  this  reason  that  I  journey  to 
New  York. 

President  Reagan's 
Departure  Remarks, 
The  White  House, 
Dec.  7,  1988 


Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Dec.  12,  1988. 
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(White  House  photo  by  Bill  Fitz-Patrick) 


President  Reagan  hosted  a  luncheon  for 
President  Gorbachev  at  the  Coast  Guard 
Commandant's  residence  on  Governor's 
Island.  Around  the  table  (left  to  right) 
are  Vice  President  Bush,  President 
Reagan,  Secretary  Shultz,  national  se- 
curity adviser  Gen.  Powell,  Secretary 
Carlucci,  Soviet  Ambassador  Dubinin, 
Foreign  Minister  Shevardnadze,  and 
President  Gorbachev. 


(White  H  ill  Fitz-Patrick) 


Secretary  Shultz  and  Soviet  Foreign  Min- 
ister Shevardnadze. 
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U.S. -Soviet  Relations 


Following  are  President  Reagan's 
radio  addresses  of  December  3,  1988, 
and  December  10. 


DEC.  3,  19881 

There's  a  meeting  in  New  York  next 
week  I'm  looking  forward  to.  I'll  be 
getting  together  next  Wednesday  on 
Governor's  Island  with  the  leader  of  the 
Soviet  Union,  Chairman  Gorbachev. 
This  will  be  our  last  such  meeting,  and 
I  must  admit  that  I  would  not  have 
predicted  after  first  taking  office  that 
someday  I  would  be  waxing  nostalgic 
about  my  meetings  with  Soviet  leaders. 
But  here  we  are  for  the  fifth  time,  Mr. 
Gorbachev  and  I  together,  in  the  hope 
of  furthering  peace. 

And  always  in  my  mind,  I  go  back 
to  that  first  summit  held  in  1985  at  a 
private  villa  on  the  shores  of  Lake  Ge- 
neva. At  the  first  of  our  fireside  talks, 
I  said  to  Mr.  Gorbachev  that  ours  was  a 
:  unique  meeting  between  two  people 
who  had  the  power  to  start  world  war 
III  or  to  begin  a  new  era  for  humanity. 
The  opportunity  for  such  a  new  era  is 
:  there  and  very  real.  That  isn't  to  say,  of 
,  course,  that  that  era  is  already  upon 
us.  No,  too  many  fundamental  differ- 
ences on  matters  such  as  human  rights 
and  regional  tensions  remain  unsettled 
.  between  East  and  West.  But  it  is  to  say 
that  there  is  the  hope  of  an  era  in 
which  the  terrible  nightmares  of  the 
postwar  era — totalitarianism  and  nu- 
clear terror — may  diminish  significantly 
and,  please,  God,  someday  fade  away. 
Throughout  the  postwar  period,  this 
has  always  been  America's  agenda:  that 
the  blessings  of  peace  and  freedom  we 
'<  know  so  well  in  this  country  will  some- 
day belong  to  every  nation,  to  every 
people. 

Toward  this  end,  the  United  States 
i  and  its  allies  have,  over  the  last  8 
'  years,  pursued  a  course  of  public  can- 
dor and  military  strength  but  also  a 
course  of  vigorous  diplomatic  engage- 
ment with  the  Soviets.  And  the  Soviets 
have  responded.  The  result  has  been 
progress  on  a  wide  series  of  fronts. 
First  and  most  obvious,  we  have  signed 
the  first  treaty  in  history  reducing  nu- 
clear armaments,  indeed,  wiping  out  a 
whole  class  of  U.S.  and  Soviet  nuclear 
missiles.  So,  too,  other  arms  negotia- 
tions are  moving  forward.  In  pursuing 


this  cause,  the  Soviets  must  abide  by 
past  agreements.  And  in  this  regard, 
the  Krasnoyarsk  radar  violation  re- 
mains a  significant  problem. 

In  the  area  of  regional  conflicts, 
we've  seen  a  partial  Soviet  withdrawal 
from  Afghanistan  and  a  commitment  to 
full  withdrawal  by  February.  In  Angola 
U.S.  mediation  has  led  to  a  cease-fire 
and  prospects  for  a  political  settlement 
and  withdrawal  of  Cuban  troops.  In 
Cambodia  steps  have  been  taken  to- 
ward a  withdrawal  of  Vietnamese 
troops.  And  in  other  regions,  we  have 
seen  movement  toward  peace. 

So,  too,  in  our  bilateral  relations 
with  the  Soviets,  there  has  been  move- 
ment toward  wider  exchanges  between 
our  two  peoples  that  bring  American 
and  Soviet  citizens  in  closer  contact  and 
communication. 

Finally,  but  most  important,  in  the 
area  of  human  rights,  we  have  also  seen 
progress.  Yes,  we  welcome  recent  steps 
like  an  end  to  jamming  of  Western 
broadcasts  heard  in  the  Soviet  Union. 
But  we  also  are  hopeful  that  talk  of 
democratic  reform  and  greater  freedom 
for  all  the  Warsaw  Pact  countries  will 
become  more  than  just  talk.  We  hope, 
for  example,  for  a  day  when  the  Soviet 
Union  will  permit  the  publication  of  the 
works  of  Solzhenitsyn  or  the  day  when 
the  Berlin  Wall  will  be  no  more.  Yes, 
we  want  bold  words  of  reform  about 
political  and  religious  expression  to  be- 
come more  than  just  words. 

So  for  all  the  progress  and  all  the 
hope,  the  journey  to  this  final  meeting 
between  Mr.  Gorbachev  and  me  at  Gov- 
ernor's Island  has  been  a  difficult  one. 
And  believe  me,  the  journey  toward 
better  Soviet-American  relations  will 
remain  a  difficult  one.  Yet  it  is  a  jour- 
ney that  must  continue  beyond  any  sin- 
gle President  or  term  of  office.  And 
that's  why  I'm  particularly  delighted 
that  Vice  President  George  Bush  will 
be  joining  Mr.  Gorbachev  and  me  at 
Governor's  Island  next  week. 

I've  spoken  many  times  about  Vice 
President  Bush's  foreign  policy  creden- 
tials and  his  long  experience  in  this 
field.  At  every  stage  in  the  summit 
process,  he  has  been  at  my  side.  No 
one  is  better  versed  in  the  details  of 
Soviet  American  relations  or  has  a 
stronger  foreign  policy  portfolio  than 
our  Vice  President. 


While  our  get-together  next  week 
will  not  be  a  working  summit  with  a 
formal  agenda,  you  can  be  sure  I'll  be 
telling  Mr.  Gorbachev  that  George  Bush 
represents  change,  yes,  but  also  con- 
tinuity; that  he  stands  for  firmness  and 
strength  and  candor  in  the  cause  of 
freedom;  that  he  knows  intimately  the 
essentials  of  the  Soviet- American  rela- 
tionship; and  that  the  American  people 
do  not  want  treaties  for  the  sake  of 
treaties — they  want  agreements  that 
endure  and  help  prevent  wars  as  the 
world  moves  relentlessly  toward  a  new 
birth  of  freedom  for  all  humanity. 


DEC.  10,  19882 

On  Wednesday,  this  week,  I  met  with 
Soviet  President  Gorbachev  for  the 
fifth  time.  Together  we  stood  under  the 
gaze  of  Lady  Liberty,  speaking  of  the 
prospects  of  peace  for  the  peoples  of 
our  two  nations  and  for  all  the  world. 
Yes,  since  our  first  summit  in  Geneva  3 
years  ago,  we've  traveled  a  great  jour- 
ney that  has  seen  remarkable  progress, 
a  journey  we  continue  to  travel  to- 
gether. I  am  pleased  that  the  Soviet 
Union  has  accepted  our  offer  of  human- 
itarian aid  in  the  wake  of  their  devas- 
tating earthquake  tragedy. 

This  has  also  been  a  period  of 
important  change  inside  the  Soviet 
Union.  The  greater  openness  permitted 
by  Moscow  can  be  found  in  films,  art, 
and  literature.  There  is  greater  toler- 
ance for  those  seeking  to  peacefully  as- 
semble, and  i  he  official  press  carries 
more  independent  opinions  and  factual 
reporting. 

And  just  a  few  years  ago,  who 
would  have  anticipated  seeing  a  Soviet 
leader  stand  before  the  world  commu- 
nity, heralding  a  plan  for  economic  re- 
structuring and  military  deployments 
and  promising  to  meet  the  world  com- 
munity's highest  standards  of  human 
rights?  If  this  vision  is  realized  and 
these  promises  are  turned  into  deeds, 
we  would  be  witnessing  a  dramatic 
change  in  the  Soviet  system,  a  long- 
awaited  break  with  the  past  and  the 
opening  of  a  new  era  in  international 
affairs. 

Certainly  the  Soviet  rtibrms  have 
their  limits,  and  brave  dissenters 
within  that  country  who  have  sought  a 
fuller  measure  of  openness  continue  to 
be  dealt  with  harshly.  But  I  was  en- 
couraged by  the  new  promises  of  re- 
form that  Mr.  Gorbachev  made  before 
the  United  Nations  and  hope  to  see 
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these  and  past  promises  translated  into 
permanent  institutional  changes  that 
will  signal  to  the  peoples  of  the  Soviet 
Union  and  the  world  a  courageous  com- 
mitment to  a  new  path  of  democratiza- 
tion. We  already  see  unprecedented 
diversity  in  Eastern  Europe,  with  some 
countries  pursuing  reforms  that  go  even 
beyond  the  Soviet  example,  while  other 
countries  continue  to  lag  behind.  We 
hope  to  see  the  day  when  all  countries 
of  Eastern  Europe  enjoy  the  freedom, 
democracy,  and  self-determination  that 
their  peoples  have  long  awaited. 

Just  a  decade  ago,  some  intellec- 
tuals widely  predicted  what  they  called 
convergence:  the  idea  that  the  demo- 
cratic world  and  the  communist  world 
would  merge  into  one  hybrid  system. 
The  main  question  amounted  to  how 
much  freedom  would  democratic  nations 
have  to  give  up  in  the  bargain.  But 
instead  the  free  world  held  firm  to  its 
democratic  values,  cleaving  to  truths 
deeply  rooted  in  Western  culture  and 
our  Judeo-Christian  tradition.  Moreover 
we  spoke  openly  of  the  moral  superi- 
ority of  our  ideal  of  freedom.  We  can- 
didly criticized  the  violations  of  human 
rights  occurring  behind  the  Iron  Cur- 
tain. We  rebuilt  our  defenses  and  with 
our  allies  worked  to  counter  interna- 
tional aggression  by  our  totalitarian  ad- 
versaries. And  we  exhibited  that 
scarcest  of  commodities:  patience.  And 
our  steadfastness,  our  policies,  our 
whole  approach  has  borne  fruit.  Per- 
haps the  most  dramatic  achievement 
came  1  year  ago,  when  Mr.  Gorbachev 
and  I  signed  the  historic  Intermediate- 
Range  Nuclear  Forces  (INF)  Treaty  to 
eliminate  an  entire  class  of  U.S.  and 
Soviet  nuclear  missiles. 

Next  week  the  Prime  Ministers  of 
two  of  our  key  NATO  allies — Turkey 
and  Italy — will  visit  Washington.  And 
certainly,  along  with  other  issues,  we 
plan  to  discuss  this  week's  visit  by  Mr. 
Gorbachev  and  the  strategic  situation 
in  Europe. 

For  some  time  now,  the  Soviet  bloc 
has  had  overwhelming  superiority  in 
conventional  forces  in  Europe,  so  we 
welcome  the  Soviet  force  reductions 
that  are  promised.  But  let's  remember 
this:  Even  after  these  redeployments 
are  completed  in  1991,  the  Warsaw  Pact 
will  still  have  a  large  conventional  ad- 
vantage— an  edge  of  about  5  to  2  in 
tanks  and  artillery  and  some  300,000 
more  troops.  These  unilateral  reduc- 
tions would,  however,  give  a  long- 
awaited  encouragement  for  our  efforts 
to  achieve  the  genuine  balance  in  con- 
ventional forces  that  would  assure 


greater  security  and  stability  in 
Europe. 

In  these  brightest  of  times,  let  us 
recall  that  in  the  darkest  days  of  World 
War  II,  when  hopes  for  the  free  world 
seemed  most  bleak,  Winston  Churchill 
rallied  us  to  carry  on,  saying  that  "We 
have  not  journeyed  all  this  way  because 
we  are  made  of  sugar  candy."  By  sum- 
moning all  their  strength  and  courage, 
and  by  pulling  together,  the  Allies  pre- 
vailed. The  war  was  won.  The  decades 
following  World  War  II  were  filled  with 
political  tensions  and  threats  to  world 
freedom.  But  in  recent  years,  we've 
seen  hopes  for  a  free  and  peaceful  fu- 
ture restored  and  the  chance  for  a  new 


U.S. -Soviet  relationship  emerge.  To  the 
American  people  and  to  our  allies    I 
would  echo  Churchill  and  say  we  have 
not  come  this  far  through  lack  ,i 
strength  or  any  weakness  in  our  re- 
solve, nor  has  there  been  anything  in- 
evitable about  what  we've  achieved. 
The  unity,  confidence,  power,  and 
firmness  of  the  democracies  has 
brought  us  forward,  and  maintaining  a 
strong  alliance  will  keep  us  moving 
forward. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Dec.  12,  1988. 

2Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Dec.  19.  ■ 


News  Conference  of  December  8 
(Excerpts) 


President  Reagan  held  a  news 
conference  on  December  8,  1988.1 

We've  got  to  stop  meeting  like  this. 
[Laughter] 

As  most  of  you  know,  President 
Gorbachev  has  had  to  return  to  the  So- 
viet Union  due  to  the  enormity  of  the 
tragedy  in  Armenia.  And  in  a  phone 
conversation  this  morning,  I  conveyed 
to  him  the  deep  sympathy  of  the  Amer- 
ican people  and  our  anxiousness  to  pro- 
vide any  humanitarian  assistance  we 
possibly  can. 

The  nature  of  President  Gor- 
bachev's departure  is  unfortunate  and 
provides  a  sad  final  note  to  what  has 
been  an  otherwise  successful — and  I 
use  the  next  words  advisedly — happy 
and  historic  visit  to  the  United  States. 
It  was  in  this  spirit  that  yesterday  at 
lunch  I  presented  Mr.  Gorbachev  a  me- 
mento of  our  first  meeting:  an  inscribed 
photo  of  the  walk  we  took  together  in 
Geneva  in  1985.  The  inscription  read 
simply:  "We  have  walked  a  long  way 
together  to  clear  a  path  for  peace." 

And  so  we  have.  It  was  exactly  1 
year  ago  today  that  an  event  here  in 
this  room  spoke  to  the  epoch-making 
nature  of  what  has  been  achieved:  the 
signing  of  the  first  treaty  to  eliminate 
an  entire  class  of  U.S.  and  Soviet  nu- 
clear missiles.  Even  in  the  short  year 
since  then,  we've  had  the  Moscow  sum- 
mit and  Mr.  Gorbachev's  visit  here.  In 
our  negotiating  agenda  of  regional 
conflicts,  human  rights,  bilateral  ex- 
changes, and  arms  reductions,  we've 
seen  serious  movement  and  even  some 
breakthroughs.  Yesterday's  address  to 
the  United  Nations  by  President  Gor- 


bachev was  not  only  a  part  of  this  proc- 
ess, it  was  the  result  of  this  process;  I 
congratulate  him  on  it. 

On  a  personal  note,  Nancy  and  I 
were  delighted  that  the  Gorbachevs 
extended  an  invitation  for  us  to  visit 
Moscow.  And  as  we  have  done  before, 
each  of  us  expressed  the  hope  that  they 
would  visit  us  in  California. 

The  path  remains  open,  and  the 
pace  of  peace  continues.  As  I  said  yes- 
terday, this  means  our  responsibilities 
have  grown  not  less  but  more  serious. 
We  must  remain  resolute  and  without 
illusion.  And  we  must  speak  candidly 
about  fundamental  points  of  difference. 
We  must  especially  maintain  our  mili- 
tary strength,  but  we  must  also  con- 
tinue our  course  of  vigorous  diplomatic 
engagement. 

I  cannot  tonight  attempt  to  put  all 
these  events  in  perspective  or,  still  less, 
to  claim  credit  for  any  person  or  admin- 
istration. Let  it  be  enough  to  say  this: 
that  since  1985,  extraordinary  things 
have  happened,  and  nothing  more  ex- 
traordinary than  the  sight  yesterday  of 
a  President  of  the  United  States  and  a 
future  President  of  the  United  States 
and  a  President  of  the  Soviet  Union 
standing  together  in  New  York  harbor 
under  the  protective  gaze  of  the  Statue 
of  Liberty. 

Our  hope,  our  prayer,  remains  the 
same  as  that  heard  on  the  lips  of  so 
many  millions  who  looked  up  once,  as 
we  did  yesterday,  to  see  the  out- 
stretched lamp  of  liberty  and  who  felt 
for  the  first  time  its  warmth  and  glow: 
a  prayer  that  someday  freedom  will 
light  the  world  and  become  the  blessing 
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and  birthright  of  every  people 
everywhere. 

Q.  Mr.  Gorbachev  yesterday 
announced  a  major  cutback  in  the 
Soviet  troop  strength  and  talked 
generally  about  nations  relying  less 
on  military  might.  Do  you  think  that 
Mr.  Gorbachev  is  trying  to  remake 
the  Soviet  Union  into  a  less  threaten- 
ing country? 

A.  Yes,  I  do.  And  I  think  he  recog- 
nizes that  their  massive  buildup  has 
been  responsible  for  the  great  economic 
crisis  that  he  faces  there  in  the  Soviet 
Union.  And,  yes,  he  has  proposed  this, 
but  even  so,  there  still  will  be  room  for 
some  negotiations  on  arms  because  this 
still  leaves  them  with  superiority  in  the 
amount  of  conventional  weapons  that 
they  have. 

Q.  Aside  from  the  conventional 
forces  where  the  Soviets  do  retain 
this  advantage,  is  there  an  area  where 
the  United  States  might  be  able  to 
make  a  unilateral  cutback  in  arms 
itself? 

A.  We're  still  way  below  them  in 
that.  But  we  have  announced  our  will- 
ingness to  continue  into — well,  before 
he  ever  made  this  move — and  we're 
very  grateful  for  this,  and  I  appreciate 
it  very  much — but  we  have  proposed 
that  the  next  negotiations  with  regard 
to  military  and  then  between  us  should 
be  in  the  area  of  conventional  weapons. 

Q.  This  is  your  final  news  confer- 
ence with  us,  we  think.  And  at  your 
first  news  conference,  you  said  that 
the  Soviets  would  commit  any  crime, 
would  lie,  would  cheat,  would  steal  to 
achieve  their  political  goals.  Now, 
tonight,  you're  celebrating  your  joint 
progress  with  President  Gorbachev 
and  celebrating  a  speech  in  which  he 
renounced  the  use  of  force  by  the  So- 
viet Union  to  achieve  foreign  policy 
goals.  Do  you  think  that  he  has  really 
changed?  And  to  the  extent  that  he 
has  changed,  have  you  changed? 
What  have  you  learned  over  these 
8  years  that  may  have  changed  your 
view  of  the  Soviet  System? 

A.  I  know  so  many  of  you  have 
quoted  this  in  that  first  press  confer- 
ence of  mine,  and  Sam  [Sam  Donaldson, 
ABC  News],  I  think  it  was  your 
question. 

Q.  She  stole  my  question. 

A.  Yes,  but  none  of  you  ever 
thought  to  give  the  complete  answer.  I 
said,  in  their  own  words  this  was  their 


philosophy,  and  it  was  in  writing  that 
there  was  no  crime.  All  of  these  things 
were  not  a  crime  if  they  advanced  the 
cause  of  socialism.  Now,  I  didn't  make 
that  up.  That's  what  they  said.  I  think 
there's  been  a  change.  That  was  four 
leaders  back  before  this  one.  And  I 
think  there  have  been  some  changes. 
One  we  just  talked  about  earlier,  of  his 
cut  in  armaments. 

Q.  What  about  the  changes  in 
your  own  thinking?  Granted  that  they 
have  changed  and  that  Mr.  Gorbachev 
is  a  very  different  kind  of  Soviet 
leader,  but  do  you  think  in  any  way 
that  your  previous  views  might  have 
been  rigid  or  poorly  formed? 

A.  There  were  differences  in  these 
leaders.  And  there  is  a  situation  now 
where  many  of  the  things  that  they 
preached  have  been  proven  unsound, 
and  that's  why  their  economy  is  in  such 
great  trouble.  But  I  must  say  I  have 
never  met  with  one  of  those  leaders 
that  was  comparable  to  this  man  or  had 
the  approach  that  he  has.  But  he  knows 
that  I  feel  that — well,  we  put  it  this 
way,  as  I've  said,  my  philosophy  is: 
Trust  everybody,  but  cut  the  cards. 

Q.  Until  recently  the  United 
States  has  been  reluctant  for  the  So- 
viet Union  to  play  a  significant  role 
in  the  Middle  East.  But  now,  with  Mr. 
Gorbachev's  new  cooperation  or  open- 
ness, how  do  you  suppose  you  could 
use  him  to  expedite  the  peace  process? 

A.  I  think  that,  once  again,  here 
we're  going  to  have  to  see  whether  this 
is  still  acceptable  to  the  parties  that 
are  to  be  involved  in  the  direct  negotia- 
tions. Actually,  we  talk  of  an  interna- 
tional gathering  or  something,  but  the 
Middle  East,  which  is  still  technically 
in  a  state  of  war — that  must  be  re- 
solved between  the  nations  of  the  Mid- 
dle East  in  direct  negotiations.  And  if 
we  can  help  bring  that  about,  then  I 
would  welcome  anyone  who  wants  to 
help. 

Q.  In  light  of  his  speech  yester- 
day at  the  United  Nations,  are  there 
any  new  steps  that  we  can  take  to 
continue  the  arms  reduction  process? 

A.  Oh,  yes.  We  have  long  said  that 
as  soon  as  we  once  settle  this  issue  of 
the  START  [strategic  arms  reduction 
talks]  agreement — I  have  said  that  I 
think  our  next  goal  must  be  to  now 
engage  in  negotiations  on  reducing  con- 
ventional weapons. 

Q.  Now  that  you're  leaving  the 
White  House,  or  will  soon,  what  is 


going  to  become  of  the  contras  and 
resistance  forces  in  Nicaragua  with- 
out you  here  as  their  champion?  And 
do  you  have  a  commitment  from  Pres- 
ident-elect Bush  to  carry  on  the  same 
policy  line  that  you  have  for  support- 
ing the  Nicaraguans — 

A.  Obviously,  I  do  not  try  to  pin 
him  down.  He  is  the  President-elect, 
and  he  will  be  the  President  when  he 
takes  over.  But  I  do  believe,  knowing 
him — and  our  association  together  for 
all  these  years — I  believe  that  he 
agrees  with  me  that  the  contras  are 
freedom  fighters,  and  they  are  trying 
to  achieve  democracy  in  their  country, 
which  is  now  a  communist  totalitarian 
government. 

Q.  You've  made  a  career  lately  of 
using  an  old  Russian  proverb:  "Trust, 
but  verify."  But  given  that  verifica- 
tion can  never  be  a  100%  science, 
given  that  there  are  always  a  few  per- 
centage points  where  you  just  can't 
be  sure,  do  you  trust  General  Secre- 
tary Gorbachev  for  those  few  points? 

A.  As  I  said,  right  now  with  re- 
gard to  the  INF  [Intermediate-Range 
Nuclear  Forces]  Treaty,  we  have 
worked  out  verification  provisions  that 
are  greater  than  anything  that  has  ever 
been  done  before  between  us.  And  I 
think  that  there  is  a  reasonable  chance, 
a  very  reasonable  chance,  that  we 
can  continue  to  have  that  kind  of 
verification. 

One  of  the  first  things  that  I  talked 
over  with  Mr.  Gorbachev  in  Geneva 
when  we  first  met  was  that  I  said  to 
him  we  both  didn't  have  great  mili- 
tary— how  did  I  say  it — put  it  that 
we — that  we  didn't  mistrust  each  other 
because  of  our  great  military;  we  had 
our  military  because  we  mistrusted 
each  other,  and  that  our  negotiations 
should  be  aimed  at  removing  the  causes 
of  mistrust.  And  I  have  to  say  it's 
pretty  much  followed  that  pattern. 

Q.  What  I  want  to  know  is:  Do 
you  trust  Gorbachev? 

A.  He  hasn't  shown  me  any  reason 
yet  that  I  shouldn't,  but  again,  as  I've 
said,  that's  why  I  kept  referring  to 
dovorey  no  provorey — trust  but  verify. 
And  he  knows  that,  and  neither  one  of 
us — I  don't  think  that  he  would  gamble 
on  believing  that  he  shouldn't  protect 
his  own  interests  also. 

Q.  At  your  meeting  with  Mr.  Gor- 
bachev yesterday,  you  toasted  the 
things  that  he  and  Vice  President 
Bush  will  accomplish.  You  spoke  this 
evening  about  the  grave  economic 
crises  that  Mr.  Gorbachev  faces.  What 
is  the  U.S.  assessment  of  his  long- 
term  chances  for  political  survival? 
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A.  I  realize,  that  I  think  we  all 
should,  that  he  is  battling  a  bureau- 
cracy; because  whether  it's  a  Russian 
bureaucracy  or  one  of  our  own,  the  first 
rule  of  bureaucracy  is  protect  the 
bureaucracy.  And  it  would  mean 
some  great  changes  for  some  of  the 
nomenclatura,  as  they  call  their  bu- 
reaucracy there,  if  he  institutes  the  re- 
forms that  he's  talking  about.  But  on 
the  plus  side  for  him,  it's  very  evident 
that  the  people  of  the  Soviet  Union  are 
on  his  side.  They  want  this  perestroika 
and  this  glasnost  that  he  has  talked 
about  very  much.  And  I  have  to  believe 
that  the  nomenclatura  is  going  to  have 
to  think  twice  with  regard  to  how  far 
they  would  go  in  trying  to  block  him 
when  the  man  in  the  street  over  there 
wants  the  things  that  have  been  seen. 

Q.  You  could  help  Mr.  Gorbachev 
with  a  severe  domestic  political  prob- 
lem, that  is,  Afghanistan — how  to 
pull  out  of  there  with  honor.  He  sug- 
gested at  the  United  Nations  yester- 
day an  in-place  cease-fire,  a  cessation 
of  outside  military  aid.  Some  people 
think  this  could  lead  to  a  partition  of 
Afghanistan.  What's  wrong  with  that? 
It  would  save  lives  and  would  help 
Mr.  Gorbachev. 

A.  There's  one  thing.  If  we're  talk- 
ing about  disarming  the  mujahidin,  re- 
member that  there  is  still  a  military 
force  in  Afghanistan  that  was  organized 
by  the  puppet  government  established 
by  the  Soviet  Union.  And  they're  a 
force  that  has  been  fighting  along  with 
the  Soviets  and  side  by  side  against  the 
mujahidin.  If  you  want  to  get  around 
to  disarming  both  sides — you  can't  sud- 
denly disarm  the  mujahidin  and  leave 
them  at  the  mercy  of  this  already  mili- 
tary management. 

Q.  But  Mr.  Gorbachev  proposed 
at  the  United  Nations  yesterday  send- 
ing in  a  UN  peacekeeping  force  just 
to  do  this. 

A.  You'd  have  to  take  up  with  the 
United  Nations.  This  is  something 
rather  exceptional  that  he's  asking  on 
that,  and  I'm  not  sure  that  the  United 
Nations  would  like  that  or  that  the 
United  Nations  is  prepared  to  do  such  a 
thing. 

Q.  What  would  you  like? 

A.   I  think  that  we've  got  to  recog- 
nize that  if  the  Afghan  people  are  going 
to  be  able  to  state  and  create  the  gov- 
ernment they  want,  then  that  puppet 
government  has  got  to  be  ready  and 
willing  to  step  down,  and  not  have 
some  kind  of  a  compromise  thing  in 
which  it  remains  as  a  government,  com- 
promising with  the  others.  Let's  let 


them  start  from  scratch  and  build  the 
government  they  want. 

Q.  Let  me  bring  you  back  to  the 
Middle  East.  You've  got  very  little 
time  left,  and  Mr.  Arafat  of  the  PLO 
[Palestine  Liberation  Organization] 
seems  to  be  inching  toward  the  kinds 
of  conditions  you  and  Mr.  Shultz  have 
said  he  should.  Is  this  perhaps  not 
time  to  go  the  inch  in  his  direction 
and  start  some  kind  of  talks  with 
Mr.  Arafat  rather  than,  as  Mr.  Shultz 
did,  close  the  door  on  him? 

A.  No,  we've  been  watching  very 
closely.  And  for  example,  we  thought  in 
the  last  few  days  that  there  was  a 
statement  that  came  out  of  that  meet- 
ing in  Sweden  that  appeared  to  be 
clean-cut  and  not  with  the  things 
around  the  edge  that  then  defused 
what  seemed  to  be  a  pledge.  But  we 
had  to  wait  until  his  press  conference 
and  what  he  said.  And  I  have  to  say 
that  again  he  has  left  openings  for  him- 
self, where  he  can  deny  that  he  meant 
this  or  meant  that  that  sounded  so 
clean-cut.  It's  up  to  him.  We  are  willing 
to  meet  with  him  and  talk  with  him, 
and  I'm  sure  the  Israelis  would  be, 
when  once  and  for  all  it  is  clear-cut  that 
he  is  ready  to  recognize  Israel's  right  to 
be  a  nation,  that  he  is  ready  to  negoti- 
ate on  behalf  of  the  Palestinian  people 
for  a  homeland  for  them,  and  so  forth. 

The  thing  about  George  Shultz's 
decision — I'd  like  to  call  to  your  atten- 
tion— there  is  a  law  passed  by  the  Con- 
gress with  regard  to  the  conditions  for 
granting  a  waiver  to  someone  to  come 
in  and  meet  with  the  United  Nations  or 
participate  in  what  they're  doing.  And 
there's  no  way  under  that  law  that  Mr. 
Arafat  qualifies  as  yet.  And  the  day 
that  he  does,  and  it  is  clear-cut,  then 
we  can  grant  that  visa.  But  as  I  say,  he 
is  barred  by  the  terms  of  that  law,  and 
the  only  way  that  the — and  the  Secre- 
tary of  State  has  full  power  under  that 
law.  It's  his  decision  to  make.  And  he 
can  only  grant  a  waiver  if  an  individual 
meets  certain  requirements,  and  Arafat 
doesn't. 

Q.  Did  he  not  in  his  statement 
say  that  he  accepts  the  UN  articles 
and  that  he  recognizes  Israel?  What 
is  the  fine  line  that  he  hasn't  crossed? 

A.  What  we're  still  analyzing  is — 
then,  as  he  went  on,  other  things  in 
which — it's  a  case,  and  this  has  hap- 
pened before,  certainly  with  the  same 
individual — you  could  quote  to  him,  Oh, 
you  said  this,  but  he's  still  in  a  position 
where  he  can  say,  well,  yes,  but  wait  a 
minute,  I  also  said  this.  And  then  you 
find  that  the  second  "this"  kind  of  re- 
duces or  nullifies  the  first  "this." 


Q.  Do  you  have  any  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  the  American  hostages  who 
are  still  being  held  in  the  Middle  East 
will  be  released  after  you  leave  office? 

A.  I  don't  think  that  anyone  that 
takes  over  this  office  is  going  to  give  in, 
nor  did  I.  That  is,  again,  one  of  those 
things  I  should  have  said  to  your  ques- 
tion— that  you  go  to  bed  with  every 
night.  And  we  are  hopeful  that  there 
can  be  avenues  that  would  open.  We 
cannot  enter  into  negotiating  in  the 
sense  of  what  kind  of  ransom  to  pay,  or 
you're  just  encouraging  more  hostage- 
taking.  But  there  are  other  channels. 
We're  not  advocating  that  any  individ- 
ual, as  some  have,  take  it  upon  them- 
selves to  try  to  get  them  out.  But  we're 
looking  at  every  channel  that  we  can 
find  to  try  and  get  them.  And  I  imag- 
ine that  the  ultimate  is  going  to  have  to 
be  somehow  a  negotiation  with  Iran, 
because  they  have  control  of  those 
people. 

Q.  So,  you  would  be  willing  to  do 
this  negotiation  with  Iran.  Is  that 
right — either  now  or  before  you  leave 
office  or  after  Mr.  Bush  takes  over — 
you're  willing  to  negotiate  with  Iran? 

A.  Oh,  there  have  got  to  be  some 
changes  there,  too.  We  were  not  nego- 
tiating with  them  on  the  so-called  Iran- 
contra  affair  at  all.  We  were  heeding  a 
plea  from  some  individuals.  And  at  that 
time  all  of  you  were  kind  of  heralding 
the  day  in  the  media  that  was  going  to 
come  within  a  week  that  the  ayatollah 
would  no  longer  be  the  head  of  govern- 
ment because  of  his  health.  And  these 
people  [were]  among  those  who  were 
planning  ahead  to  have  a  government. 

Q.  Are  you  going  to  do  it  now? 
A.  What? 

Q.  Are  you  going  to  do  it  now? 

A.  There  are  things,  conditions, 
that  have  to  be  met  also  there.  Any 
time  that  they  are  ready  to  come  for- 
ward on  an  open  basis,  we  would  be 
ready  to  talk  to  them. 

Q.  The  United  States  and  the  So- 
viet Union  were  once  allies  during 
World  War  II.  Do  you  see  that  the 
beginning  that  had  been  made  here 
with  you  and  Mr.  Gorbachev  resulting 
in  a  situation  where  we  would  once 
more  count  the  Soviet  Union  as  an 
ally  and  have  free  and  open  trade 
with  them  on  a  large-scale  basis? 

A.  I  think  that  is  all  dependent  on 
them.  If  it  can  be  definitely  established 
that  they  no  longer  are  following  the 
expansionist  policy  that  was  instituted 
in  the  communist  revolution:  that  their 
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goal  must  be  a  one-world  communist 
state.  If  that  has  definitely  been  given 
up,  and  certainly  there  are  indications, 
we  could  anticipate  bringing  such  a 
thing  about.  Then  I  do  think  that  there 
is  evidence  that  they  don't  like  being 
the  pariah,  that  they  might  want  to  join 
the  family  of  nations  and  join  them  with 
the  idea  of  bringing  about  or  establish- 
ing peace. 

Q.  Is  that  something  you  want? 

A.  Yes.  One  of  the  first  things  that 
I  ever  told  him  when  we  met,  I  said, 
"There  are  two  of  us  here  in  this  room, 
just  two  men."  And  I  said,  "It's  a 
unique  situation.  Between  us,  we  have 
the  power  to  start  world  war  III,  or 
between  us,  we  have  the  power  to  bring 
peace  to  the  world — a  lasting  peace." 
And  apparently,  we've  been  working  in 
that  direction. 

Q.  If  the  Soviet  Union  makes 
good  on  it,  and  does  reduce  its  troop 
strength,  there's  talk  on  Capitol  Hill 
that  perhaps  the  United  States  can 
follow  suit,  and  in  the  process  reduce 
our  defense  spending  and  make  an 
impact  on  the  budget  deficit.  Do  you 
foresee  that  as  a  realistic  possibility? 

A.  I  guess  I  wasn't  switching  sig- 
nals here  fast  enough  at  the  very  begin- 
ning of  this.  Are  you  suggesting  that 
the  defense  spending  is — 

Q.  Soviet  troop  cuts  could  lead  to 
some  cuts  on  our  own,  and  that  this 
would  help  to  reduce  the  deficit?  Peo- 
ple are  already  looking — some  Demo- 
crats— thinking  that  this  may  help  us 
to  reduce  the  deficit. 

A.  Once  again,  I  must  repeat,  that 
can't  happen  with  our  defense  spending 
until  we  have  reached  a  parity  and  at 
which  time  then  both  sides  can  con- 
tinue the  reduction  of  weapons  and 
keeping  it  at  a  parity.  But  that  is  not 
j  true  today.  The  dropping  of  500,000 
•  military  personnel  still  leaves  them 
with  5  million  under  arms.  They  still 
outnumber  us  in  tanks  and  artillery 
|  weapons  after  they  make  these  cuts. 
|  So,  we  haven't  achieved  parity,  but  at 
least  if  he  goes  through  with  that  and 
j  succeeds  in  that,  he  is  going  to  bring  it 
I  down  to  a  range  where  I  think  that  he 
I  would  see  that  we  could  proceed  and 
continue  then  mutually  reducing  arms. 


Secretary's  Interview  on 

"This  Week  With  David  Brinkley" 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Dec.  12,  1988. 


Secretary  Shultz  was  interviewed 
on  ABC -TV's  "This  Week  With  David 
Brinkley"  on  December  4,  1988,  by 
David  Brinkley  and  Sam  Donaldson, 
ABC  News,  and  George  F.  Will,  ABC 
News  analyst. 

Q.  Thank  you  very  much  for  coming 
in.  I  calculate  roughly  you  have  7 
weeks  left  as  Secretary  of  State, 
about  that  time? 

A.  Something  like  that.  And  I 
must  say,  it's  very  active.  It  doesn't 
seem  to  let  up  at  all. 

Q.  It  never  does.  What  will  you 
do  when  you  leave  here,  when  your 
term  is  over? 

A.  Go  back  to  California.  Stanford 
University  offered  me  a  chair,  and  I 
declined.  I  said  I  must  have  a  couch.  So 
I'm  hoping  to  occupy  a  couch  at 
Stanford. 

Q.  We  wish  you  luck.  Now  you 
heard  Mr.  Gerasimov  [Soviet  foreign 
ministry  spokesman]  and  a  number  of 
others  talking  about  American-Soviet 
Union  relations.  And  you  hear  people 
saying  the  cold  war  is  over.  What  is 
your  view? 

A.  Things  are  certainly  very  differ- 
ent. And  you  can  say  that  with  justifi- 
cation. But  it  seems  to  me  what  one 
should  do  is  go  through,  subject-by- 
subject,  human  rights,  regional  issues, 
efforts  at  arms  control,  as  well  as  our 
bilateral  relations  with  the  Soviet 
Union.  And  when  you  do  that,  you  see 
that  our  ability  to  solve  problems — 
important  problems,  as  well  as  lesser 
ones — is  much  improved.  And  it's  hav- 
ing its  effect,  its  ripple  effect,  on  many 
other  issues. 

Q.  Now  those  issues  you  men- 
tioned were — what  was  the  first? 
Human  rights? 

A.  Human  rights. 

Q.  Human  rights.  We  haven't 
been  able  to  do  much  with  that,  have 
we? 

A.  We've  done  a  tremendous 
amount  with  that. 

Q.  I  mean  for  the  Russians. 

A.  It's  a  totally  different  picture. 
When  I  first  became  Secretary  of  State 
and  I  brought  up  human  rights  issues 
with  Foreign  Minister  Gromyko,  he  just 
said,  "I  won't  discuss  it."  And  I  kept 


discussing  it,  but  he  wouldn't.  Now  we 
have  an  organized,  systematic  dialogue 
on  the  subject.  And  there  have  been 
sweeping  changes  inside  the  Soviet 
Union.  There  are  still  problems,  and 
they're  still  not  measuring  up,  we  don't 
think,  completely  to  their  undertakings 
in  the  Helsinki  Final  Act.  But  things 
are  certainly  very,  very  different  and 
much  better. 

Q.  Concerning  the  regional  issue 
of  Afghanistan,  Mr.  Gerasimov,  if  I 
heard  him  right,  said,  "Well,  we 
should  talk  about  the  business  of  full 
compliance  with  the  agreement  to  be 
out  by  when,  I  guess  February  15th?" 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Why  do  we  need  to  talk  about 
that? 

A.  We  don't. 

Q.  It's  an  agreement  entered 
into.  Are  you  confident  then  that  they 
will  be  out? 

A.  That  is  my  expectation.  And 
there's  no  reason  why  they  shouldn't, 
and  every  reason  why  they  should. 

Q.  Didn't  he  say  that  that's  our 
agreement  and — 

Q.  We're  as  good  as  our  word,  he 
said. 

Q.  As  to  imply  it  was  taken  for 
granted  they  will  abide  by  it.  That 
was  my  understanding. 

Q.  He  said  that  their  word  is  to 
be  taken  there,  as  elsewhere.  It  is  the 
position  of  the  U.S.  Government,  for 
example,  to  take  one  live  issue,  that 
their  word  was  not  good  with  regard 
to  the  radar. 

A.  The  Krasnoyarsk  radar,  we  be- 
lieve it's  a  violation  of  the  ABM  [Anti- 
ballistic  Missile]  Treaty. 

Q.  We  have  never,  under  any  Ad- 
ministration of  any  party,  seemed  to 
have  found  a  way  to  make  our  belief 
in  arms  control  violations  effective, 
to  actually  get  the  things  changed 
very  well.  Are  we  going  to  get  that 
changed?  And  what — 

A.  I  think  in  the  end  we'll  be 
able  to  deal  successfully  with  the 
Krasnoyarsk  radar.  But  we're  going  to 
have  to  stick  to  our  position,  which  is 
that  it  has  to  be  so  arranged  that  the 
advantage  from  what  has  been  con- 
structed already  in  lead  time  toward  a 
phased-array  radar,  which  that  is,  is 
basically  eliminated.  And  maybe  they'll 
do  that  in  the  context  of  the  space  re- 
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search  center  that  Mr.  Gerasimov 
referred  to.  And  that's  a  matter  for  ne- 
gotiation. But  it'll  have  to  be  altered. 

Q.  In  the  context  of  this  idea  of 
Soviet  compliance  with  agreements, 
Vice  President  Bush  campaigning 
made  a  complete  ban  on  the  produc- 
tion and  stockpiles  of  chemical  weap- 
ons sort  of  the  Bush  next  stage  in 
arms  control.  I  believe  you,  in  a 
closed  session  in  October  1987  in 
Brussels,  indicated  to  NATO  members 
that  such  an  agreement  would  be 
flatly  unverifiable,  and  it  is  hard  to 
see  how  you  could  verify  that.  Given 
that,  and  given  the  principle  that  you 
shouldn't  limit  things  you  can't  verify 
the  limitations  on,  isn't  the  Vice 
President  mistaken?  And  isn't  his  pro- 
posal one  that  would  simply  result 
in  the  dismantling  of  our  deterrent 
capacity  in  chemical  warfare? 

A.  No,  I  think  the  Vice  President 
is  profoundly  correct  that  the  potential 
or  a  spread  of  chemical  and  biological 
weapons,  and  their  use,  is  one  of  the 
most  serious  threats  we  face.  And  in 
labeling  it  so,  and  expressing  a  deter- 
mination to  do  everything  possible  to 
deal  with  it,  I  think  he's  right.  But 
now,  it's  in  the  nature  of  the  case  that 
being  absolutely  sure  that  you  know 
that  agreements  are  being  lived  up  to 
is  practically  impossible  in  that  field. 
Nevertheless,  we  know  a  lot  about 
chemical  weapons  in  various  countries. 
We  know  who  is  producing  them.  We 
know  where  they're  producing  them.  So 
it  isn't  as  though  we're  totally  without 
knowledge  on  this  subject. 

Q.  Israel,  when  they  decided  that 
Iraq  was  building  a  nuclear  weapons 
facility  and  would  be  apt  to  use  it, 
went  in  and  disarmed  Iraq.  We  know, 
I  gather,  the  building  in  Libya  where 
they're  producing  chemical  weapons. 
What  would  be  wrong  with  Israel  and/ 
or  the  United  States  disarming  Libya? 

A.  We  feel  very  strongly  that  this 
facility  in  Libya  you  referred  to  is  a 
chemical  weapons  production  plant.  We 
object  to  it  strenuously.  And  our  tack 
at  this  point  is  to  call  attention  to  it, 
among  our  allies,  including  those  who 
we  think  have  helped,  perhaps  not 
knowingly,  in  the  production  of  that 
plant,  and  to  try  to  bring  it  about  that 
way. 

Q.  But  chemical  warfare  was 
used  to  devastating  effect — something 
Hitler  didn't  do — in  the  Iran-Iraq 
war,  and  nothing  happened.  There 
were  no  sanctions  whatever.  I  mean, 
world  opinion  and  all  that,  but  noth- 
ing happened. 


A.  It's  a  tragedy  that  that's  hap- 
pened. And  we  called  attention  to  it, 
whenever  we  had  evidence,  including 
the  use  of  chemical  weapons  by  Iraq 
against  the  Kurdish  population.  It's  a 
very  serious  problem.  And  the  Presi- 
dent has  called  for  a  reconvening  of  the 
countries  that  signed  the  1925  protocol 
against  the  use  of  chemical  and  biolog- 
ical weapons.  The  French  are  going  to 
host  that  conference  in  January.  We 
have  to  heighten  people's  concern  about 
this  subject,  as  well  as  put  into  place 
everything  we  can  possibly  do  to  ban 
these  weapons.  They're  terrible. 

Q.  I  know  we  want  to  get  to  a 
discussion  of  your  decision  to  bar 
Arafat  [Palestine  Liberation  Organi- 
zation leader  Yasir  Arafat]  from  the 
United  Nations  here.  But  before  we 
do,  I  have  a  couple  of  news  questions 
this  morning.  The  revolt  in  Argen- 
tina, or  what  appears  to  be  a  revolt 
against  the  Alfonsin  government, 
what  is  our  position,  and  what's  your 
latest  information  on  that? 

A.  Our  position  is  that  we  are  ab- 
solutely opposed  to  military  coups.  We 
totally  support  President  Alfonsin,  and 
I  think  he's  going  to  succeed. 

Q.  Without  U.S.  aid?  He  has  not 
asked  for  U.S.  assistance? 

A.  He  can  handle  that.  But  we 
have  made  it  very  clear  that  we're  com- 
pletely on  the  side  of  President  Alfon- 
sin and  on  the  side  of  democratic 
civilian  rule.  And  I  think  it's  worth  not- 
ing that  throughout  Argentina,  there 
are  expressions  of  support  for  demo- 
cratic, civilian  rule. 

Q.  The  Israeli  arms  merchant, 
Amiram  Nir,  who  brought  us  the  idea 
of  selling  arms  to  the  Ayatollah,  who 
brought  the  idea  of  diverting  some  of 
the  money  from  that  sale  to  the 
contras,  was  killed  in  Mexico,  as  you 
know,  this  past  week.  And  this  morn- 
ing The  Washington  Post  has  a  story 
saying  that  he  told  them  that  Israel 
and  the  United  States  has  a  secret 
accord.  In  1985  and  1986,  we  worked 
together  in  counterterrorist  measures 
according  to  that  accord.  Does  such 
an  accord  exist? 

A.  Not  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  Did  it  ever  exist? 

A.  Not  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  You  suggest  that  maybe  it  ex- 
isted and  you  didn't  know  about  it. 

A.  There  are  all  sorts  of — I'm  just 
giving  an  honest  answer. 


Q.  I'm  not  challenging  your  hon- 
esty. I'm  just  saying  that  we — 

A.  We  have  all  sorts  of  discussion 
with  Israel  about  many  things.  We  are 
both  opposed  to  terrorism.  We  both 
have  many  interests  in  common.  But  as 
far  as  the  sort  of  thing  being  inferred 
in  the  Post  article,  I  have  no  informa- 
tion on  that. 

Q.  Is  it  not  regular  that  if  there 
were  such  an  accord,  the  Secretary  of 
State  should  know  about  it? 

A.  Apparently  a  lot  of  things  hap- 
pened in  the  course  of  the  Iran/contra 
business  that  the  Secretary  of  State 
didn't  know  about. 

Q.  Your  decision  to  deny  a  visa 
to  Yasir  Arafat  has  antagonized  our 
friends  and  enemies  all  over  the 
world.  You  have  any  regrets? 

A.  No.  I  think  it's  a  good  decision. 
And  as  people  get  further  and  further 
away  from  it,  and  look  back  on  it,  I 
think  they're  gong  to  come  around  and 
see  how  important  it  is  for  us  to  be 
very  clear  and  very  firm  in  our  attitude 
toward  terrorism. 

Q.  Do  you  think  that  applies  to 
our  closest  friends  and  allies  in  West- 
ern Europe — the  British,  the  French, 
and  so  on? 

A.  I'm  very  comfortable  with  this 
decision. 

Q.  They  voted  against  it. 

A.  They  voted  against  us,  but  I 
have  a  few  supporters. 

Q.  You  do  have  some  supporters? 

Q.  You  didn't  in  the  United  Na- 
tions. We  only  heard  there  were  two 
votes. 

A.  I  live  in  the  United  States.  And 
I'm  Secretary  of  State  for  the  United 
States.  And  I  was  very  pleased  to  hear 
what  the  President  of  the  United  States 
had  to  say.  And  I  was  very  pleased  to 
hear  what  I  think  around  68  Senators 
of  the  United  States  had  to  say. 

Q.  May  I  ask  you  about  two  of 
the  rationales?  You  have  decided  it's 
in  the  national  security  interest  of 
the  United  States  not  to  allow  Mr. 
Arafat  a  visa.  But  you've  said  that 
other  members  of  the  PLO,  including 
their  permanent  representative  Terzi, 
can  speak.  Why?  Why  not  keep  every- 
one out  from  the  PLO? 

A.  Because,  as  chairman  and  the 
responsible  party,  Mr.  Arafat  must 
know  about,  condone,  and  lend  support 
to  the  terrorist  activities  taking 
place,  particularly  within  the  Fatah 
organization. 
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Q.  But  other  members  would  not 
know? 

A.  So  he  bears  a  responsibility. 

Q.  Other  members  of  the  organi- 
zation would  not  know  about  these 
activities? 

A.  They  are  more  in  the  nature  of 
people  functioning  in  the  organization. 
And  we  have  concluded  that  since  the 
United  Nations  has  invited  the  PLO  to 
be  an  observer  for  the  General  Assem- 
bly sessions,  that  we  would  grant  visas 
to  the  people  who  come  in  connection 
with  manning  that  post. 

Q.  But  that's  what  I  don't  under- 
stand. You  say  they're  functioning. 
You  mean  they're  just  following  or- 
ders and,  therefore,  somehow  they're 
okay? 

A.  They  are  a  problem.  But  we 
have  to  swallow  and  go  ahead  with 
that.  On  the  other  hand,  Arafat  is  pre- 
sumably the  leader.  And  these  people 
more  or  less  report  to  him.  So  he  bears 
a  responsibility;  that's  a  little  different. 

Q.  Let  me  ask  about  a  second  ra- 
tionale. We  asked  Mr.  Gerasimov 
about  a  visa  for  Gorbachev.  You 
granted  a  visa  for  him. 

A.  Yes,  of  course. 

Q.  Yet  the  Soviet  Union  has  con- 
ducted terrorism  against  its  own  cit- 
izens and  against  Americans.  I 
remember  at  the  time  of  the  shooting 
down  of  Flight  #007,  you  excoriated 
the  Soviet  Union.  You  said  they  knew 
exactly  what  they  were  doing,  that 
they  were  shooting  down  a  civilian 
plane.  And  that's  still  your  belief, 
that  they  knew  that? 

A.  I  believe  that  the  pilot  must 
have  been  able  to  observe  that  plane 
and  should  have  been  able  to  identify  it 
because  of  its  very  distinctive  profile. 

Q.  And  I've  heard  you  speak,  the 
Nicaraguan — 

A.  Now  as  far  as  the  Arafat  visa  is 
concerned — as  far  as  the  Arafat  visa  is 
concerned — let  me  remind  you  that 
there  is  a  law  in  the  United  States  that 
finds  the  PLO  to  be  a  terrorist  organi- 
zation and  denies  visas  to  members  of 
the  PLO.  That's  the  law.  And  I  admin- 
ister under  that  law. 

Q.  Why  not  keep  Terzi  out? 

A.  It  says  that  the  Secretary  of 
State  may  recommend  to  the  Attorney 
General,  who  then  has  to  make  another 
determination,  a  waiver  of  the  visa,  if 
he  deems  it  proper.  So  in  judging 
whether  or  not  to  make  that  request 
for  a  waiver,  I  think  it's  quite  proper 
for  me  to  look  especially  at  terrorism. 
And  that's  what  I  did. 


Q.  That's  what  I've  asked  you 
about  the  Soviet  Union.  How  about 
Nicaragua? 

A.  And  what  I  find  is — 

Q.  Ortega?  Is  Ortega  all  right? 
You've  allowed  him  to  come. 

A.  There  is  no  such  law  having  to 
do  with  Nicaragua.  But — and  I  don't 
particularly  like  some  of  these  charac- 
ters you're  referring  to — on  the  other 
hand,  as  Secretary  of  State,  I  have  a 
decision  to  make  under  a  law.  And  I 
considered  that  decision  very  carefully, 
and  I'm  very  comfortable  that  it's  the 
right  answer. 

Q.  One  theme  of  the  criticism  of- 
fered of  your  decision  was  that  it 
came  after,  unfortunately,  the  Algiers 
decision,  which  ostensibly,  say  your 
critics,  represented  substantial  move- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  PLO  toward 
moderation.  After  several  weeks  of 
looking  at  that  heavily  nuanced  docu- 
ment, can  you  tell  us,  was  there  sig- 
nificant movement  toward  moderation 
on  the  part  of  the  PLO?  And  if  so, 
wherein  did  it  consist? 

A.  I  think  that  it  had  some  signifi- 
cant movement.  And  we  said  so,  and 
encouraged  that.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  things  that  people  are  saying  are 
not,  I  don't  think,  reasonable  inter- 
pretations of  the  document.  It  is  said, 
for  example,  that  they  accept  [UN  Se- 
curity Council  Resolutions]  242  and  338 
as  a  basis  for  peace  negotiations.  What 
they  did  was,  they  listed  in  one  part  of 
the  document  UN  resolutions  they  ac- 
cept: 242  and  338  were  not  there.  Then 
they  have  a  portion  on  an  international 
conference  that  very  heavily  conditions 
the  acceptance  of  242  and  338.  So  you 
can't  really  say  that  they  have  accepted 
it.  Furthermore,  it's  on  that  that  people 
hang  this  notion  that  they  have  recog- 
nized Israel's  right  to  exist.  And  you 
have  to  strain  yourself  to  find  that.  So 
what  I  would  like  to  see  is  for  them  to 
say  straight  out  that  they  accept  Is- 
rael's right  to  exist;  that  they  accept 
242  and  338;  and  they  flatly  renounce 
the  use  of  terrorism  in  all  its  forms. 

Q.  Bearing  in  mind  that  in  recent 
Middle  Eastern  history,  Arab  leaders 
who  have  taken  a  "moderate"  view  of 
Israel  have  been  killed — 

A.  Yes,  that's  terrorism.  Those 
people  are  enemies  of  the  peace 
process. 

Q.  So  in  view  of  that,  was  it  not 
surprising  that  they  did  even  what 
they  did  in  Algiers? 

A.  I'm  glad  to  see  them  do  what 
they  did  in  Algiers,  and  I  don't  mind 


saying  so,  and  I  hope  to  do  more,  be- 
cause we  need  more.  And  I'll  encourage 
it  in  every  way  I  can. 

Q.  We  have  a  treaty  with  the 
United  Nations  when  it  was  formed — 
a  headquarters  agreement  treaty — in 
which  we  have  said  we  would  not  in- 
terpose any  impediment  to  people 
coming  to  the  United  Nations  on  offi- 
cial or — I  don't  have  the  exact  lan- 
guage— on  business  that  the  United 
Nations  requested.  Why  do  that?  Why 
break  that  treaty? 

A.  We  didn't  break  the  treaty. 

Q.  You  did  in  the  case,  many  be- 
lieve, of  Arafat. 

A.  I  don't  think  so.  Because  we 
also  said  that  we  agreed  to  the  head- 
quarters agreement,  but  we  carefully 
preserved  our  right  to  exclude  people 
who  we  think  threaten  the  security  in- 
terests of  the  United  States. 

Q.  But  you  said  that  wasn't  the 
law  that  you  were  using. 

A.  And  we  have  done  that  on 
many  occasions.  And  we  did  it  in  this 
occasion. 

Q.  So  your  view  is  not,  then — let 
me  get  it  straight — previously  you 
cited  the  law,  you  said,  against  the 
PLO. 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Now  you're  citing  another  law, 
which  talks  about  security  of  the 
United  States.  Did  you  believe  Mr. 
Arafat  might  be  a  personal  threat  to 
Americans  if  he  came  here? 

A.  The  chain  of  logic  you  have  to 
go  through  is,  first  of  all,  do  we  have 
any  right  to  exclude  anybody  that  the 
United  Nation  invites?  The  answer  to 
that  is  clearly,  yes,  we  do.  And  then 
second,  within  the  scope  of  that  reser- 
vation, given  our  law,  was  it  proper  to 
exclude  Arafat  on  the  grounds  of  ter- 
rorism and  terrorism's  relationship  to 
our  security.  And  I  think  the  answer  to 
that  is  yes. 

Q.  Won't  he  get  a  lot  more  pub- 
licity in  Geneva  now?  Won't  the  spot- 
light be  on  him,  if  you  oppose 
terrorism? 

A.  I  think  the  spotlight  is  certainly 
on  him.  It  would  have  been  on  him  in 
New  York.  And  I  hope  that  the  right 
result  of  the  spotlight  is  that  it  is 
clearer  and  cleaner  and  comes  forward 
in  a  stronger  way.  Nothing  could  please 
me  more  if  he  does  that. 


'Press  release  249  of  Dec.  5,  1988. 
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WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
DEC.  13,  19881 

The  signing  of  the  protocol  of  Braz- 
zaville this  morning  by  the  Govern- 
ments of  South  Africa,  Cuba,  and 
Angola  opens  the  way  to  peace  and  sta- 
bility in  southwestern  Africa.  This  de- 
velopment fulfills  President  Reagan's 
policy  determination  made  early  in  this 
Administration  to  seek  the  removal  of 
all  foreign  troops  from  Angola,  the  im- 
plementation of  UN  [Security  Council] 
Resolution  435  for  the  independence  of 
Namibia,  and  support  for  the  UNITA 
[National  Union  for  the  Total  Inde- 
pendence of  Angola]  freedom  fighters 
in  Angola.  It  was  the  combination  of 
the  U.S.  steadfast  support  for  these  ob- 
jectives and  skillful  mediation  over  a 
period  of  8  years  that  made  this  break- 
through for  peace  possible.  The  Ameri- 
can mediating  team,  the  participating 
governments,  and  President  Sassou- 
Nguesso  of  the  Congo  are  to  be  con- 
gratulated for  their  role  in  this  extraor- 
dinary achievement.  We  hope  that  this 
major  diplomatic  milestone  in  southern 
Africa  will  be  followed  by  renewed 
efforts  to  settle  the  internal  conflict  in 
Angola  through  a  process  of  national 
reconciliation  and  peaceful  negotiation 
among  Angolans. 


ASSISTANT  SECRETARY 

CROCKER'S  REMARKS, 
DEC.  13,  19882 

Today's  ceremony — the  signing  of  the 
Brazzaville  protocol  by  Angola,  Cuba, 
and  South  Africa — is  the  culmination  of 
many  months  of  hard  work  by  distin- 
guished representatives  of  three  sov- 
ereign governments  which,  faced  by  a 
stark  choice  of  peace  or  war,  chose  to 
work  for  peace.  With  the  signature  of 
this  protocol,  the  path  is  now  clear  for 
early  signature  of  a  tripartite  agree- 
ment that  will  bring  an  end  to  the  in- 
ternational conflict  in  southwestern 
Africa.  This  event  signifies  the  end  of  a 
sad  chapter  in  Africa's  modern  history 
and  the  beginning  of  a  new  chapter. 
Speaking  for  my  government,  we  have 
high  hopes  that  this  will  be  a  chapter 
that  witnesses  reduced  internal  and  in- 
ternational strife,  greater  opportunity 


for  the  building  of  just  and  prosperous 
societies,  and  strengthened  prospects 
for  international  cooperation  in  support 
of  African  development  and  stability. 

On  behalf  of  the  delegation  of  the 
United  States,  which  has  had  the  honor 
to  serve  as  mediator  in  these  negotia- 
tions, and  on  behalf  of  the  delegations 
of  the  three  governments  here  present 
today,  I  would  like  to  express  our  deep- 
est gratitude  to  you,  Mr.  President 
[Denis  Sassou-Nguesso].  As  the  leader 
of  the  People's  Republic  of  the  Congo, 
we  salute  your  own  contributions  to  this 
historic  peace  process  in  southern  Af- 
rica. I  recall  that  in  April  1987  it  was 
your  invitation,  while  chairman  of  the 
Organization  of  African  Unity,  to  meet 
in  Brazzaville  that  served  as  a  catalyst 
to  restore  and  reinvigorate  contact  and 
dialogue  between  my  government  and 
the  Government  of  the  People's  Re- 
public of  Angola.  Today  is  the  fifth 
occasion  since  that  meeting  nearly  2 
years  ago  that  we  have  assembled  in 
Brazzaville  in  our  joint  search  for  peace 
in  the  region.  Your  hospitality,  Mr. 
President,  and  the  cooperation  and  as- 
sistance of  the  Government  of  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  the  Congo  have  been  a 
vital  part  of  this  process.  You  have  en- 
couraged us  and  supported  us,  and  we 
are  most  grateful. 

It  is  also  appropriate  today  to 
salute  the  determination  and  profes- 
sionalism of  the  delegations  from 
Angola,  Cuba,  and  South  Africa  that 
over  the  past  8  months  have  met  in 
London,  Cairo,  Geneva,  New  York,  and 
here  in  Brazzaville.  The  process  has 
been  long,  painstaking,  and  often  frus- 
trating for  everyone  concerned.  With- 
out the  extraordinary  dedication  and 
skill  of  the  principal  negotiators,  we 
would  not  have  been  able  to  achieve 
this  settlement.  I  would  also  like  to  pay 
tribute  to  two  parties  who  have  not 
been  present  officially  at  the  negotiat- 
ing table  but  whose  cooperation  and  as- 
sistance have  been  crucial  throughout 
the  course  of  these  negotiations. 

As  mediator,  we  have  developed  a 
pattern  of  close,  practical,  and  effective 
cooperation  with  our  Soviet  counter- 
parts. Despite  some  differences  in  per- 
spective and  different  roles  in  the  nego- 
tiating process,  the  United  States  and 


the  U.S.S.R.  have  been  able  to  work 
cooperatively  to  move  the  process 
forward.  It  has  been  a  case  study  of 
superpower  effort  to  support  the  reso- 
lution of  regional  conflicts.  So,  I  would 
like  to  salute  the  hard  work  and  profes- 
sional dedication  of  the  Soviet  officials 
who  have  been  involved  in  this  inten- 
sive effort  over  the  past  months. 

The  United  Nations  has  the  re- 
sponsibility to  implement  UN  Security 
Council  Resolution  435/78  and  to 
oversee  the  transition  to  Namibian 
independence,  as  well  as  to  verify  the 
withdrawal  of  Cuban  troops  from  An- 
gola. These  are  complex  undertakings 
and  are  essential  for  the  successful  im- 
plementation of  the  agreements  the 
parties  are  entering  into.  We  have  been 
fortunate  to  have  had  the  benefit  of  the 
advice,  support,  and  counsel  of  a  real 
statesman,  UN  Secretary  General  Jav- 
ier Perez  de  Cuellar,  and  of  another 
distinguished  international  civil  ser- 
vant, Under  Secretary  General  Martti 
Ahtisaari,  and  his  colleagues  from 
the  United  Nations,  through  the 
negotiations. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  say  a 
word  about  my  own  country  and  its  role 
in  the  search  for  a  peaceful  solution  in 
Africa.  As  this  protracted  negotiation 
means  a  successful  conclusion,  it  is 
worth  noting  the  ingredients  that  have 
made  success  possible.  First,  our  role 
has  been  welcomed  by  our  partners  in 
Africa  and  by  our  friends  and  allies 
around  the  world.  My  country  does  not 
have  blueprints  for  the  solution  of  every 
problem  or  a  mandate  to  play  such  a 
role.  But  we  are  prepared  to  involve 
ourselves  in  the  search  for  constructive 
solutions  when  such  a  role  is  welcomed 
and  appropriate.  Second,  we  have  been 
realists.  We  have  recognized  that  last- 
ing solutions  can  only  be  based  on  the 
concrete  historical  realities  of  a  given 
situation.  Just  as  man  cannot  eat  slo- 
gans, neither  can  statesmen  solve 
problems  with  rhetorical  cliches  and 
abstract  formulas.  Third,  we  have  tried 
to  chart  a  clear  course  and  stick  with 
it.  This  is  an  approach  that  may  some- 
times fall  short  of  shifting  fashions  and 
popular  hopes  for  instant  results.  But 
over  time  this  is  the  approach  that 
gives  confidence  and  predictability  to 
key  decisionmakers.  It  is  the  approach 
that  works. 
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PROTOCOL  OF  BRAZZAVILLE, 
DEC.  13,  1988 

Delegations  representing  the  Governments 
of  the  People's  Republic  of  Angola,  the  Re- 
public of  Cuba,  and  the  Republic  of  South 
Africa, 

Meeting  in  Brazzaville  with  the  media- 
tion of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  of  America, 

Expressing  their  deep  appreciation  to 
the  President  of  the  People's  Republic  of 
the  Congo,  Colonel  Denis  Sassou-Nguesso, 
for  his  indispensable  contribution  to  the 
cause  of  peace  in  Southwestern  Africa  and 
for  the  hos  pitality  extended  to  the  delega- 
tions by  the  Government  of  the  People's 
Republic  of  the  Congo, 

Confirming  their  commitment  to  act  in 
accordance  with  the  Principles  for  a  Peace- 
ful Settlement  in  Southwestern  Africa,  ini- 
tialled at  New  York  on  13  July  1988  and 
approved  by  their  respective  Governments 
on  20  July  1988,  each  of  which  is  indispens- 
able to  a  comprehensive  settlement;  with 
the  understandings  reached  at  Geneva  on  5 
August  1988  that  are  not  superseded  by 
this  document;  and  with  the  agreement 
reached  at  Geneva  on  15  November  1988  for 
the  redeployment  to  the  North  and  the 
staged  and  total  withdrawal  of  Cuban 
troops  from  Angola, 

Urging  the  international  community  to 
provide  economic  and  financial  support  for 
the  implementation  of  all  aspects  of  this 
settlement, 

Agree  as  follows: 

1.  The  parties  agree  to  recommend  to 
the  Secretary  General  of  the  United  Na- 
tions that  1  April  1989  be  established  as 
the  date  for  implementation  of  UNSCR 
435/78. 

2.  The  parties  agree  to  meet  on  22  De- 
cember 1988  in  New  York  for  signature  of 
the  tripartite  agreement  and  for  signature 
by  Angola  and  Cuba  of  their  bilateral 
agreement.  By  the  date  of  signature,  An- 
gola and  Cuba  shall  have  reached  agree- 
ment with  the  Secretary  General  of  the 
United  Nations  on  verification  arrange- 
ments to  be  approved  by  the  Security 
Council. 

3.  The  parties  agree  to  exchange  the 
prisoners  of  war  upon  signature  of  the  tri- 
partite agreement. 

4.  The  parties  agree  to  establish  a 
Joint  Commission  in  accordance  with  the 
annex  attached  to  this  protocol. 

Annex  on  the  Joint  Commission 

1.  With  the  objective  of  facilitating  the  res- 
olution of  any  dispute  regarding  the  inter- 
pretation or  implementation  of  the 
tripartite  agreement,  the  parties  hereby 
establish  a  Joint  Commission,  which  shall 
begin  its  work  upon  signature  of  the  tripar- 
tite agreement. 


2.  The  Joint  Commission  shall  serve  as 
a  forum  for  discussion  and  resolution  of 
issues  regarding  the  interpretation  and  im- 
plementation of  the  tripartite  agreement, 
and  for  such  other  purposes  as  the  parties 
in  the  future  may  mutually  agree. 

3.  The  parties  invite  the  United  States 
of  America  and  the  Union  of  Soviet  So- 
cialist Republics  to  participate  as  observ- 
ers in  the  work  of  the  Commission. 
Furthermore,  the  parties  agree  that,  upon 
the  independence  of  Namibia,  the  Nami- 
bian  Government  should  be  included  as  a 
full  member  of  the  Joint  Commission.  To 
that  end,  the  parties  will  extend  a  formal 
invitation  to  the  Namibian  Government  to 
join  the  Joint  Commission  on  the  date  of 
Namibian  independence. 

4.  The  Joint  Commission  shall  be  con- 
stituted within  thirty  days  of  the  signing  of 
the  tripartite  agreement.  The  Joint  Com- 
mission shall  establish  its  own  regulations 
and  rules  of  procedure  for  regular  meet- 
ings and  for  special  meetings  which  may  be 
requested  by  any  party. 

5.  The  decision  by  a  party  to  discuss  or 
seek  the  resolution  of  an  issue  in  the  Joint 
Commission  shall  not  prejudice  the  right  of 
that  party  to  raise  the  issue,  as  it  deems 
appropriate,  before  the  Security  Council  of 
the  United  Nations  or  to  pursue  such  other 
means  of  dispute  resolution  as  are  available 
under  international  law. 

6.  The  Joint  Commission  shall  in 

no  way  function  as  a  substitute  for  UNTAG 
(including  the  monitoring  role  of  UNTAG 
outside  Namibia)  or  for  the  UN  entity  per- 
forming verification  in  Angola. 


SECRETARY'S  STATEMENT, 
DEC.  22,  1988' 

This  is  a  moment  for  celebration  of 
achievement  and  dedication  to  a  better 
future  in  southern  Africa. 

But  it  is  a  moment  as  well  of  the 
immense  tragedy  of  yesterday's  airline 
disaster  [in  Scotland].  Here  we  re- 
member the  UN  Commissioner  for 
Namibia,  Mr.  Bernt  Carlson.  Bernt 
Carlson  was  a  tireless  champion  of 
Namibia's  independence.  His  memory 
will  be  honored  by  all  who  wish 
Namibia  well.  We  grieve  for  him  and 
for  all  those  who  lost  their  lives  and 
extend  profound  sympathy  to  their  rela- 
tives and  friends.  Please  join  me  in  a 
silent  moment  of  grief  and  prayer. 

Mr.  Secretary  General;  Your  Excel- 
lencies the  Foreign  Ministers  of  the 
People's  Republic  of  Angola,  the  Re- 
public of  Cuba,  and  the  Republic  of 


South  Africa;  distinguished  guests:  We 
meet  here  today  for  the  signing  of  two 
major  agreements — a  bilateral  agree- 
ment between  the  People's  Republic  of 
Angola  and  the  Republic  of  Cuba  and  a 
tripartite  accord  among  the  People's 
Republic  of  Angola,  the  Republic  of 
Cuba,  and  the  Republic  of  South 
Africa. 

The  first  order  of  business  this 
morning  is  the  signing  of  the  trilateral 
agreement,  and  I  now  invite  His  Excel- 
lency the  Foreign  Minister  of  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  Angola,  Afonso  Van 
Dunem,  His  Excellency  the  Foreign 
Minister  of  Cuba,  Isidoro  Octavio 
Mamierca,  and  His  Excellency  the  For- 
eign Minister  of  the  Republic  of  South 
Africa,  R.F.  Botha,  to  sign  their  tri- 
lateral agreement.  [The  parties  sign  the 
agreement.] 

Mr.  Secretary  General,  on  behalf  of 
the  United  States,  as  mediator  of  these 
now-concluded  negotiations,  and  on  be- 
half of  the  parties  themselves — Angola, 
Cuba,  and  South  Africa — I  am  honored 
to  present  to  the  community  of  na- 
tions— through  you — the  agreement 
just  signed  by  these  ministers. 

This  is  an  occasion  for  both  cele- 
bration and  sober  reflection.  We  have 
just  witnessed  the  signing  of  an  un- 
precedented agreement  that  will  bring 
long-awaited  peace  to  southwestern  Af- 
rica and  independence  to  Namibia.  It  is 
appropriate  that  we  do  so  at  the  head- 
quarters of  the  United  Nations,  where 
10  years  ago,  the  Security  Council 
adopted  Resolution  435.  Today  we  are 
privileged  to  participate  in  the  culmina- 
tion of  a  decade  of  effort  to  implement 
the  UN  plan  to  assist  Namibia  in  tak- 
ing its  rightful  place  in  the  family  of 
nations. 

The  regional  settlement  concluded 
here  today  represents  a  momentous 
turning  point  in  the  history  of  southern 
Africa. 

With  the  independence  of  Namibia, 
Africa's  last  colonial  question  will  have 
been  resolved.  As  the  guns  fall  silent 
across  the  borders  of  southwestern  Af- 
rica, the  world  will  look  to  the  nations 
of  that  vast  region  to  turn  to  resolution 
of  their  pressing  internal  problems 
through  peaceful  means.  We  are  espe- 
cially mindful  of  the  heavy  responsibil- 
ity assumed  by  the  parties  to  the 
tripartite  agreement  and  by  the  inter- 
national community  to  see  that  the 
commitments  undertaken  today  are 
fully  and  faithfully  implemented.  Noth- 
ing else  will  adequately  respond  to  the 
aspirations  of  all  the  peoples  of  south- 
western Africa  for  a  new  era  of  peace 
and  prosperity. 
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UN  Secretary  General  Javier  Perez  de  Cuellar  (seated,  center)  presided  at  the  signing 
ceremony  of  the  Angola/Namibia  accords  at  UN  headquarters.  On  the  left  is  South 
African  Foreign  Minister  Botha  and  on  the  right  is  Secretary  Shultz. 


I  salute  the  negotiators  of  the 
agreement.  In  an  age  of  mass  media 
and  public  diplomacy,  we  are  sometimes 
told  that  the  ancient  arts  of  negotia- 
tion— communication,  compromise,  and, 
above  all,  patience — are  no  longer  rele- 
vant. You  have  proven  otherwise.  Each 
of  your  governments  empowered  you  to 
negotiate  and  supported  you  with  bold 
and  timely  decisions  for  peace.  Your 
triumph  has  vindicated  their  faith  in 
you  and  will  give  heart  to  others  who 
still  struggle  to  resolve  conflicts  around 
the  world.  You  have  reminded  us  all 
that,  even  in  the  complex  world  of  mod- 
ern diplomacy,  individuals  do  make  a 
difference. 

We  welcome  the  presence  today  of 
Deputy  Foreign  Minister  Adamishin 
and  department  head  Vasev  as  repre- 
sentatives of  the  Soviet  Union.  It  is 
fitting  that  they  be  here  because  the 
Soviet  Union  has  played  an  important 
and  constructive  role  in  the  peace  proc- 
ess in  southwestern  Africa.  The  parties 
themselves  made  the  sovereign  decision 
for  peace,  but,  in  doing  so,  they  have 
been  encouraged  and  strongly  sup- 
ported by  both  the  United  States  and 
the  Soviet  Union.  Though  our  roles 
have  been  different,  our  close  coopera- 
tion has  made  an  effective  contribution 
to  the  achievement  of  this  agreement. 
Let  us  hope  that  we  can  both  draw 
from  our  experience  in  this  process  as 
we  continue  our  regional  dialogue 
aimed  at  peaceful  resolution  of  other 
pressing  regional  conflicts. 

Now  that  the  parties  have  signed 
their  trilateral  agreement,  the  United 
Nations  will  undertake  in  earnest  the 


formidable  task  of  implementing  Se- 
curity Council  Resolution  435.  This  will 
be  a  complex  undertaking  requiring 
considerable  expenditure  of  resources 
in  an  era  of  tight  budgets  for  member 
governments  and  the  United  Nations  it- 
self. I  reaffirm  today  that  the  United 
States  will  do  its  share.  We  look  to 
other  member  states  to  join  us  in  this 
great  endeavor. 

The  United  Nations  can  be  justly 
proud  of  its  leading  role  in  the  imple- 
mentation of  this  regional  settlement. 
The  UN  Transition  Assistance  Group 
(UNTAG)  will  have  the  challenging  task 
of  ensuring  free  and  fair  elections  lead- 
ing to  independence  in  Namibia.  The 
United  Nations  has  also  been  requested 
by  the  Governments  of  the  People's  Re- 
public of  Angola  and  the  Republic  of 
Cuba  to  verify  the  departure  of  Cuban 
troops  from  Angola.  The  Secretary 
General,  his  Special  Representative  for 
Namibia,  Marti  Ahtisaari,  and  their 
team  enjoy  the  full  confidence  of  the 
parties  and  the  member  states.  I  am 
confident  that  they  will  perform  mag- 
nificently, further  enhancing  the  pres- 
tige of  the  United  Nations. 

At  this  season,  millions  of  people 
around  the  world  consider  in  a  special 
way  the  meaning  of  peace  on  Earth  and 
look  forward  with  hope  to  a  new  year. 
The  governments  and  individuals 
gathered  together  in  this  place  have 
truly  given  the  world  a  special  gift. 
They  have  given  us  all  a  fresh  and  very 
welcome  demonstration  of  the  human 
capacity  to  put  aside  the  tools  of  war  in 
favor  of  the  instruments  of  peace. 


PRESIDENT'S  STATEMENT, 
DEC.  22,  19884 

I  am  pleased  to  announce  that  Secre- 
tary of  State  Shultz  represented  the 
United  States  at  a  very  important  cere- 
mony today  in  New  York,  in  which  for- 
mal agreements  were  signed  aimed  at 
bringing  peace  to  southwestern  Africa.    I 
The  Foreign  Ministers  of  South  Africa, 
Angola,  and  Cuba  signed  accords  lead- 
ing to  the  staged  and  complete  with- 
drawal of  Cuban  military  forces  from 
Angola  and  for  implementation  of  UN 
Security  Council  Resolution  435  leading 
to  independence  for  Namibia.  The 
United  States  mediated  negotiations 
leading  to  these  historic  agreements. 

The  agreements  signed  today  are 
the  result  of  intense  negotiations  which 
have  taken  place  over  several  years. 
They  promise  to  end  the  cycle  of  vio- 
lence which  has  plagued  the  Namibian/ 
Angolan  border  area  for  more  than  13 
years,  inflicting  untold  human  misery 
and  property  damage.  We  are  pleased 
that  Namibia  is  to  gain  its  long  overdue 
independence,  after  being  occupied  by 
South  African  forces  for  more  than  70 
years. 

Regarding  the  Cuban  military  in 
Angola,  the  United  States  long  has  con- 
tended that  the  presence  of  Cuban  com- 
bat forces  was  a  destabilizing  element 
in  the  region.  We  are  gratified  that 
they  will  be  departing  the  African  Con- 
tinent. When  completed  in  1991,  the 
total  withdrawal  of  Cuban  forces  from 
Angola  will  end  one  of  the  major  re- 
gional problems  that  have  troubled 
U.S. -Soviet  relations  in  recent  years. 

The  United  States,  as  mediator  in 
the  negotiations,  is  pleased  to  have  as- 
sisted the  parties  to  find  a  peaceful  for- 
mula to  reconcile  differences  and  looks 
forward  to  working  with  other  mem- 
bers of  the  joint  commission  formed  to 
monitor  implementation  of  the 
agreements. 
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TRIPARTITE  AGREEMENT, 
DEC.  22,  1988 

Agreement  Among 

the  People's  Republic  of  Angola, 

the  Republic  of  Cuba, 

and 

the  Republic  of  South  Africa 

The  governments  of  the  People's  Republic 
of  Angola,  the  Republic  of  Cuba,  and  the 
Republic  of  South  Africa,  hereinafter  des- 
ignated as  "the  Parties," 

Taking  into  account  the  "Principles  for 
a  Peaceful  Settlement  in  Southwestern  Af- 
rica," approved  by  the  Parties  on  20  July 
1988,  and  the  subsequent  negotiations  with 
respect  to  the  implementation  of  these 
Principles,  each  of  which  is  indispensable 
to  a  comprehensive  settlement, 

Considering  the  acceptance  by  the  Par- 
ties of  the  implementation  of  United  Na- 
tions Security  Council  Resolution  435 
(1978),  adopted  on  29  September  1978, 
hereinafter  designated  as  "UNSCR 
435/78," 

Considering  the  conclusion  of  the  bilat- 
eral agreement  between  the  People's  Re- 
public of  Angola  and  the  Republic  of  Cuba 
providing  for  the  redeployment  toward  the 
North  and  the  staged  and  total  withdrawal 
of  Cuban  troops  from  the  territory  of  the 
People's  Republic  of  Angola, 

Recognizing  the  role  of  the  United  Na- 
tions Security  Council  in  implementing 
UNSCR  435/78  and  in  supporting  the  im- 
plementation of  the  present  agreement, 

Affirming  the  sovereignty,  sovereign 
equality,  and  independence  of  all  states  of 
southwestern  Africa, 

Affirming  the  principle  of  non-inter- 
ference in  the  internal  affairs  of  states, 

Affirming  the  principle  of  abstention 
from  the  threat  or  use  of  force  against  the 
territorial  integrity  or  political  indepen- 
dence of  states, 

Reaffirming  the  right  of  the  peoples  of 
the  southwestern  region  of  Africa  to  self- 
determination,  independence,  and  equality 
of  rights,  and  of  the  states  of  southwestern 
Africa  to  peace,  development,  and  social 
progress, 

Urging  African  and  international  coop- 
eration for  the  settlement  of  the  problems 
of  the  development  of  the  southwestern  re- 
gion of  Africa, 

Expressing  their  appreciation  for  the 
mediating  role  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  of  America, 

Desiring  to  contribute  to  the  establish- 
ment of  peace  and  security  in  southwestern 
Africa, 


Agree  to  the  provisions  set  forth 
below. 

(1)  The  Parties  shall  immediately  re- 
quest the  Secretary-General  of  the  United 
Nations  to  seek  authority  from  the  Se- 
curity Council  to  commence  implementa- 
tion of  UNSCR  435/78  on  1  April  1989. 

(2)  All  military  forces  of  the  Republic 
of  South  Africa  shall  depart  Namibia  in 
accordance  with  UNSCR  435/78. 

(3)  Consistent  with  the  provisions  of 
UNSCR  435/78,  the  Republic  of  South  Af- 
rica and  People's  Republic  of  Angola  shall 
cooperate  with  the  Secretary-General  to 
ensure  the  independence  of  Namibia 
through  free  and  fair  elections  and  shall 
abstain  from  any  action  that  could  prevent 
the  execution  of  UNSCR  435/78.  The  Par- 
ties shall  respect  the  territorial  integrity 
and  inviolability  of  borders  of  Namibia  and 
shall  ensure  that  their  territories  are  not 
used  by  any  state,  organization,  or  person 
in  connection  with  acts  of  war,  aggression, 
or  violence  against  the  territorial  integrity 
or  inviolability  of  borders  of  Namibia  or 
any  other  action  which  could  prevent  the 
execution  of  UNSCR  435/78. 

(4)  The  People's  Republic  of  Angola 
and  the  Republic  of  Cuba  shall  implement 
the  bilateral  agreement,  signed  on  the  date 
of  signature  of  this  agreement,  providing 
for  the  redeployment  toward  the  North  and 
the  staged  and  total  withdrawal  of  Cuban 
troops  from  the  territory  of  the  People's 
Republic  of  Angola,  and  the  arrangements 
made  with  the  Security  Council  of  the 
United  Nations  for  the  on-site  verification 
of  that  withdrawal. 

(5)  Consistent  with  their  obligations 
under  the  Charter  of  the  United  Nations, 
the  Parties  shall  refrain  from  the  threat  or 
use  of  force,  and  shall  ensure  that  their 
respective  territories  are  not  used  by  any 
state,  organization,  or  person  in  connection 
with  any  acts  of  war,  aggression,  or  vio- 
lence, against  the  territorial  integrity,  in- 
violability of  borders,  or  independence  of 
any  state  of  southwestern  Africa. 

(6)  The  Parties  shall  respect  the  princi- 
ple of  non-interference  in  the  internal  af- 
fairs of  the  states  of  southwestern  Africa. 

(7)  The  Parties  shall  comply  in  good 
faith  with  all  obligations  undertaken  in  this 
agreement  and  shall  resolve  through  nego- 
tiation and  in  a  spirit  of  cooperation  any 
disputes  with  respect  to  the  interpretation 
or  implementation  thereof. 


(8)  This  agreement  shall  enter  into 
force  upon  signature. 

Signed  at  New  York  in  triplicate  in  the 
Portuguese,  Spanish  and  English  lan- 
guages, each  language  being  equally  au- 
thentic, this  22nd  day  of  December  1988. 

FOR  THE  PEOPLE'S  REPUBLIC 
OF  ANGOLA 

Afonso  Van  Dunem 
FOR  THE  REPUBLIC  OF  CUBA 

ISIDORO  OCTAVIO  MALMIERCA 

FOR  THE  REPUBLIC  OF 
SOUTH  AFRICA 

Roelof  F.  Botha 


BILATERAL  AGREEMENT, 
DEC.  22,  1988 

Agreement  Between  the 

Governments  of  the  People's 

Republic  of  Angola  and  the  Republic 

of  Cuba  for  the  Termination  of  the 

Internationalist  Mission  of  the 

Cuban  Military  Contingent 

The  Government  of  the  People's  Republic  of 
Angola  and  the  Republic  of  Cuba,  here- 
inafter designated  as  the  Parties, 

Considering, 

That  the  implementation  of  Resolution 
435  of  the  Security  Council  of  the  United 
Nations  for  the  independence  of  Namibia 
shall  commence  on  the  1st  of  April, 

That  the  question  of  the  independence 
of  Namibia  and  the  safeguarding  of  the 
sovereignty,  independence  and  territorial 
integrity  of  the  People's  Republic  of  Angola 
are  closely  interrelated  with  each  other 
and  with  peace  and  security  in  the  region 
of  southwestern  Africa, 

That  on  the  date  of  signature  of  this 
agreement  a  tripartite  agreement  among 
the  Governments  of  the  People's  Republic 
of  Angola,  the  Republic  of  Cuba  and  the 
Republic  of  South  Africa  shall  be  signed, 
containing  the  essential  elements  for  the 
achievement  of  peace  in  the  region  of 
southwestern  Africa, 

That  acceptance  of  and  strict  com- 
pliance with  the  foregoing  will  bring  to  an 
end  the  reasons  which  compelled  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  People's  Republic  of  Angola 
to  request,  in  the  legitimate  exercise  of  its 
rights  under  Article  51  of  the  United  Na- 
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Cuban  Troop  Withdrawal  Schedule:  First  Year 


Cuban  Troop  Strength 

December  22,  1988 

50,000 

f  =    1000  Cuban  troops 


ZAIRE 


15° 


Lubango 


inn  urn 

llllllllll      Menongue 


)e|»^  Cuito  Cuanavale* 

llllllllll  MaV9a' 

llllllllll  '   N/M  CONTROLLED 

TERRITORY 

Jamba  ^ 


ZAMBIA 


Namibia 


I  BOTSWANA 


D-Day   +   7  Months 

Cuban  Troop  Strength  =  25,000; 

All  Cuban  Troops  North 

of  the  13th  Parallel 

AREA  FROM  WHICH  CUBAN 
TROOPS  ARE  EXCLUDED 


ZAIRE 


inn 
inn 

Total:25,000 


Lobito 
Benguela 


15° 


Luanda  Hill 

llllllllll 
llllllllll 

ANGOLA 


UN1TA  CONTROLLED 
TERRITORY 

Menongue 


Cuito  Cuanavale* 

Mavinga* 


ZAMBIA 


Namibia 


|  BOTSWANA 


Names  and  boundary  representation  are  not  necessarily  authoritative. 


D-Day  +  4  Months 

Approximate  Cuban  Troop 

Strength  =  35,000;  All  Cuban 

Troops  North  of  the  15th  Parallel 


AREA  FROM  WHICH  CUBAN 
TROOPS  ARE  EXCLUDED 


CONGO 


D-Day  +12  Months 

Cuban  Troop  Strength  =  17,000; 

All  Cuban  Troops  North 

of  the  13th  Parallel 

AREA  FROM  WHICH  CUBAN 
TROOPS  ARE  EXCLUDED 


Luanda  II  Hill 

llllllllll 


ZAIRE 


13° 


ANGOLA 


15° 


.Menongue 


Cuito  Cuanavale* 

Mavinga* 


ZAMBIA 


South 
Atlantic 
Ocean 


I  Nil  A  CONTROLLED 
TERRITORY 


Namibia 


|  BOTSWANA 


0235  12-88  STATE  (INR/GE) 


14 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/February  1989 


AFRICA 


tions  Charter,  the  deployment  to  Angolan 
territory  of  a  Cuban  internationalist  mili- 
tary contingent  to  guarantee,  in  coopera- 
tion with  the  FAPLA  [the  Angolan 
Government  army],  its  territorial  integrity 
and  sovereignty  in  view  of  the  invasion  and 
occupation  of  part  of  its  territory, 

Noting, 

The  agreements  signed  by  the  Govern- 
ments of  the  People's  Republic  of  Angola 
and  the  Republic  of  Cuba  on  4  February 
1982  and  19  March  1984,  the  platform  of  the 
Government  of  the  People's  Republic  of  An- 
gola approved  in  November  1984,  and  the 
Protocol  of  Brazzaville  signed  by  the  Gov- 
ernments of  the  People's  Republic  of  An- 
gola, the  Republic  of  Cuba  and  the 
Republic  of  South  Africa  on  December  13, 
1988, 

Taking  into  account, 

That  conditions  now  exist  which  make 
possible  the  repatriation  of  the  Cuban  mili- 
tary contingent  currently  in  Angolan  ter- 
ritory and  the  successful  accomplishment 
of  their  internationalist  mission, 

The  parties  agree  as  follows: 


Article  1 

To  commence  the  redeployment  by  stages 
to  the  15th  and  13th  parallels  and  the  total 
withdrawal  to  Cuba  of  the  50,000  men  who 
constitute  the  Cuban  troops  contingent 
stationed  in  the  People's  Republic  of  An- 
gola, in  accordance  with  the  pace  and  time- 
frame established  in  the  attached  calendar, 
which  is  an  integral  part  of  this  agree- 
ment. The  total  withdrawal  shall  be  com- 
pleted by  the  1st  of  July,  1991. 

Article  2 

The  Governments  of  the  People's  Republic 
of  Angola  and  the  Republic  of  Cuba  reserve 
the  right  to  modify  or  alter  their  obliga- 
tions deriving  from  Article  1  of  this  Agree- 
ment in  the  event  that  flagrant  violations 
of  the  Tripartite  Agreement  are  verified. 

Article  3 

The  Parties,  through  the  Secretary  Gen- 
eral of  the  United  Nations  Organization, 
hereby  request  that  the  Security  Council 
verify  the  redeployment  and  phased  and 


total  withdrawal  of  Cuban  troops  from  the 
territory  of  the  People's  Republic  of  An- 
gola, and  to  this  end  shall  agree  on  a 
matching  protocol. 

Article  4 

This  agreement  shall  enter  into  force  upon 
signature  of  the  tripartite  agreement 
among  the  People's  Republic  of  Angola,  the 
Republic  of  Cuba,  and  the  Republic  of 
South  Africa. 

Signed  on  22  December  1988,  at  the 
Headquarters  of  the  United  Nations  Orga- 
nization, in  two  copies,  in  the  Portuguese 
and  Spanish  languages,  each  being  equally 
authentic. 


FOR  THE  PEOPLE'S 
REPUBLIC  OF  ANGOLA 

Afonso  Van  Dunem 
FOR  THE  REPUBLIC  OF  CUBA 

ISIDORO  OCTAVIO  MALMIERCA 


Schedule  of  Events 


Transition  to  Namibian  Independence 


Events  During  Cuban  Troop  Withdrawal 


1989 


1  April  -  UN  Resolution  435  implemented 
July  -  South  Africans  down  to  1,500  men 


November  -  Elections  In  Namibia,  remaining 
South  African  troops  depart 

1990 


1991 


L 


1  April  -  Cuban  troop  withdrawal  begins 

August  -  All  Cuban  troops  move  north  of 
15th  parallel 

November  -  50%  of  Cubans  withdrawn, 
remaining  Cubans  north  of  13th  parallel 

April  -  66%  of  Cubans  withdrawn 


October  -  76%  of  Cubans  withdrawn 


July  -  All  Cubans  withdrawn 
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Annex  on  Troop  Withdrawal  Schedule 

Calendar 

In  compliance  with  Article  1  of  the  agree- 
ment between  the  Government  of  the  Re- 
public of  Cuba  and  the  Government  of  the 
People's  Republic  of  Angola  for  the  termi- 
nation of  the  mission  of  the  Cuban  interna- 
tionalist military  contingent  stationed  in 
Angolan  territory,  the  parties  establish  the 
following  calendar  for  the  withdrawal: 

Time  Frames 

Prior  to  the  first  of  April,  1989 
(date  of  the  beginning 
of  implementation 
of  Resolution  435)  3,000  men 

Total  duration  of  the  calendar 
Starting  from  the 
1st  of  April,  1989  27  months 

Redeployment  to  the  north: 
to  the  15th  parallel  by  1  August  1989 

to  the  13th  parallel  by  31  Oct.  1989 

Total  men  to  be  withdrawn: 
by  1  November  1989        25,000  men  (50%) 
by  1  April  1990  33,000  (66%) 

by  1  October  1990        38,000  (76%);  12,000 

men  remaining 
by  July  1991  50,000  (100%) 

Taking  as  its  base  a  Cuban  force  of  50,000 
men. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Dec.  19,  1988. 

2Chester  A.  Crocker  is  Assistant 
Secretary  for  African  Affairs. 

■'Press  release  260  of  Dec.  28  and 
USUN  press  release  181. 

4Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Dec.  26. ■ 





Provisions  of  UN  Resolution  435 


Following  agreement  on  a  date  to 
implement  UN  Resolution  435 
and  establishment  of  a  formal 
cease-fire,  a  UN  representative 
and  a  UN  planning  group  would 
administer  Namibia  during  the 
transition  to  independence  in  con- 
junction with  the  South  African- 
appointed  Administrator  General. 
A  UN  Transitional  Assistance 
Group  (UNTAG)  would  supeiwise 
the  cease-fire  and  monitor  South 
African  and  South-West  Africa 
People's  Organization  (SWAPO) 
forces. 

Within  3  months  of  a  cease- 
fire, South  African  forces  would 
be  reduced  to  1,500  men,  confined 
to  one  or  two  bases  in  northern 


Namibia.  SWAPO  forces  would  be 
restricted  to  specified  locations  in 
Angola  under  UN  supervision. 
All  political  prisoners  held  by 
both  sides  would  be  released. 

Seven  months  after  the  im- 
plementation date,  elections 
would  be  held  under  UN  auspices 
for  a  new  constituent  assembly. 
The  remaining  South  African 
troops  would  depart  within  a  few 
months,  once  elections  were  cer- 
tified by  the  United  Nations  and 
independence  granted.  Unarmed 
SWAPO  members  and  Namibian 
refugees  would  be  permitted  to 
return  to  participate  in  the  elec- 
tion process. 


The  United  States  and  Angola,  1974-88: 
A  Chronology 


The  following  chronology  was  pre- 
pared by  Nina  D.  Howland  of  the  Pol- 
icy Studies  Division,  Office  of  the 
Historian,  Bureau  of  Public  Affairs. 

April  1974.  A  military  coup  in  Por- 
tugual  brought  to  power  a  new  govern- 
ment dedicated  to  granting  independ- 
ence to  Portugal's  colonies.  In  Angola, 
however,  the  decolonization  process  was 
complicated  by  the  existence  of  three 
competing  nationalist  movements  en- 
gaged in  combat:  the  National  Front 
for  the  Liberation  of  Angola  (FNLA), 
the  Popular  Movement  for  the  Libera- 
tion of  Angola  (MPLA),  and  the  Na- 
tional Union  for  the  Total  Independence 
of  Angola  (UNITA).  The  FNLA  had 
close  ties  to  Zaire;  the  MPLA  was  sup- 
ported by  Cuba  and  the  Soviet  Union; 
and  UNITA  was  receiving  some  as- 
sistance from  China.  Publicly  the 
United  States,  which  had  been  advocat- 
ing independence  for  Portugal's  colonies 
since  1961,  expressed  no  preference 
among  these  contenders. 

January  15,  1975.  The  leaders  of 
the  three  rival  nationalist  movements — 
Holden  Roberto  of  FNLA,  Agostinho 
Neto  of  MPLA,  and  Jonas  Savimbi  of 


UNITA — signed  the  Alvor  accord  in  Al- 
vor,  Portugual.  They  agreed  to  tripar- 
tite participation  in  a  transitional 
coalition  government  headed  by  a  Por- 
tuguese high  commissioner,  who  was  to 
be  assisted  by  a  presidential  council 
with  the  chairmanship  rotating  among 
the  three  leaders.  It  was  also  agreed 
that  Angola  was  to  become  fully  inde- 
pendent from  Portugal  on  November  11, 
1975.  On  January  31,  a  transitional  gov- 
ernment was  installed  in  Luanda,  An- 
gola, but  the  truce  soon  broke  down, 
and  the  three  factions  renewed  their  in- 
ternecine warfare. 

June  11,  1975.  FNLA  leader 
Roberto  publicly  accused  the  Soviet 
Union  of  supplying  the  MPLA  with 
tanks,  heavy  artillery,  and  guided 
missiles. 

July  1975.  Amid  continuing  vio- 
lence in  Angola,  the  public  position  of 
the  U.S.  Government  was  that  the 
three  factions  should  resolve  their  dif- 
ferences through  negotiations.  South 
Africa — unhappy  at  the  prospect  of  an 
unfriendly,  communist-dominated  state 
on  the  Namibian  border — began  to  sup- 
ply arms  to  the  FNLA  and  UNITA. 
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August  1,  1975.  UNITA  formally 
declared  war  on  the  MPLA. 

August  6-8,  1975.  The  transitional 
government  in  Luanda  collapsed  as 
UNITA  and  the  FNLA,  which  had 
formed  a  weak  alliance,  withdrew  their 
ministers  in  the  midst  of  full-scale  civil 
war.  At  this  point,  the  MPLA  had  suc- 
ceeded in  securing  control  over  12  of 
Angola's  16  provinces. 

August  29,  1975.  Portugal  formally 
annuled  the  Alvor  accord  and  dissolved 
the  transitional  government  after  ap- 
pointing a  new  high  commissioner. 

September  23,  1975.  Secretary  of 
State  Kissinger  declared  that  events  in 
Angola  had  taken  a  "distressing  turn" 
and  that  the  United  States  was  "most 
alarmed  at  the  interference  of  extracon- 
tinental  powers,"  i.e.,  the  Soviet  Union 
and  Cuba. 

October  23,  1975.  South  Africa 
sent  a  heavily  armed  unit  of  the  South 
African  Army,  including  black  Africans 
who  had  served  in  the  Portuguese  co- 
lonial army  and  white  Portuguese  An- 
golans, into  Angola  to  aid  the  FNLA- 
UNITA  alliance.  The  force  began  a  ma- 
jor thrust  north  toward  Luanda.  The 
entry  of  South  African  forces  into  An- 
gola was  followed  by  a  massive  increase 
in  Soviet  arms  shipments  to  the  MPLA. 
South  Africa  subsequently  claimed  that 
its  intervention  had  been  intended  to 
prevent  the  communists  from  gaining  a 
foothold  in  Angola. 

November  5,  1975.  Cuba,  which 
had  been  sending  military  advisers  and 
personnel  to  aid  the  MPLA  since  March 
1975,  began  direct  participation  in  com- 
bat. By  mid-November,  Western  intel- 
ligence sources  estimated  that  2,000 
Cuban  troops  were  fighting  in  Angola; 
by  February  1976,  the  number  had  in- 
creased to  an  estimated  14,000. 

November  11,  1975.  On  Independ- 
ence Day,  the  existence  of  two  Angolan 
republics  was  declared — the  MPLA  an- 
nounced the  establishment  of  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  Angola  with  its  capital 
at  Luanda,  while  the  FNLA  and 
UNITA  called  their  divided  territories 
the  People's  Democratic  Republic  of  An- 
gola with  its  capital  at  Huambo  in 
southern  Angola.  (At  this  point,  the 
MPLA  occupied  a  strip  of  Angolan  ter- 
ritory from  Luanda  eastward  to  the 


Zairian  border,  as  well  as  the  enclave  of 
Cabinda;  the  FNLA  controlled  the 
northwest;  and  UNITA  held  the  entire 
southern  sector  of  the  country.) 

Secretary  Kissinger  said  that  the 
United  States  would  not  recognize  the 
MPLA,  which  had  managed  to  seize 
Luanda  "through  a  very  substantial  in- 
flow of  communist  arms"  and  that  it 
favored  negotiations  to  attempt  to 
create  "a  transitional  government  that 
would  permit  the  popular  will  to  be 
consulted." 

December  4,  1975.  After  consulta- 
tions between  President  Ford  and  So- 
viet Ambassador  Anatoliy  Dobrynin, 
the  Soviet  Union  halted  its  airlift  to 
Angola. 

December  19,  1975.  The  Senate 
voted  54  to  22  to  approve  the  Tunney 
amendment  to  the  FY  1976  Defense  De- 
partment appropriations  bill  (H.R. 
9861)  prohibiting  the  use  of  any  funds 
in  the  bill  "for  any  activities  involving 
Angola." 

December  20,  1975.  President 
Ford  strongly  criticized  the  Senate  ac- 
tion because  it  would  tie  U.S.  hands  in 
Angola  and  warned  that  Cuba  had  al- 
ready sent  4,000-6,000  combat  troops. 

December  25,  1975.  The  Soviet 
Union  resumed  its  airlift  to  Angola. 

January  4,  1976.  President  Ford 
said  that  the  Soviet  Union's  large-scale 
military  involvement  in  Angola  was 
"inconsistent  with  detente." 

January  27,  1976.  Despite  last 
minute  appeals  from  President  Ford 
and  Secretary  Kissinger,  the  House  of 
Representatives,  voted  323  to  99  to 
adopt  the  Tunney  amendment.  The 
President  said  that  the  vote  would  re- 
sult in  "serious  harm  to  the  interests  of 
the  United  States."  On  February  9,  he 
signed  into  law  the  FY  1976  Defense 
Department  appropriations  bill  contain- 
ing the  Tunney  amendment. 

February  11,  1976.  The  Organiza- 
tion of  African  Unity  (OAU)  recognized 
the  Luanda  (MPLA)  government  and 
accepted  it  into  membership.  On  Febru- 
ary 14,  UNITA  leader  Savimbi  an- 
nounced that  his  forces  had  moved  into 
the  bush  and  would  henceforth  carry  on 
the  struggle  against  the  MPLA  through 
guerrilla  warfare.  On  February  22,  Por- 


tugal recognized  the  MPLA  govern- 
ment in  Luanda.  By  the  end  of 
February,  the  MPLA  had  established 
its  control  of  Angola. 

March  31,  1976.  Following  South 
African  raids  against  South  West  Africa 
People's  Organization  (SWAPO)  bases 
in  Angola,  the  United  States,  the 
United  Kingdom,  France,  Italy,  and 
Japan  abstained  on  UN  Security  Coun- 
cil Resolution  387  condemning  South 
African  aggression  against  Angola  and 
calling  upon  South  Africa  to  pay  com- 
pensation for  the  damage  it  had  in- 
flicted upon  that  country.  The  United 
States  had  sought  unsuccessfully  dur- 
ing the  debate  to  obtain  a  resolution 
condemning  all  foreign  involvement  in 
Angola.  SWAPO,  the  most  active  Nami- 
bian  liberation  movement,  had  been 
conducting  intermittent  guerrilla  war- 
fare against  South  Africa's  occupation 
of  Namibia  from  bases  in  Angola  since 
the  1960s  and  had  greatly  expanded  its 
guerrilla  activity  after  Portuguese 
forces  left  Angola. 

May  1,  1976.  Secretary  Kissinger 
said  that  the  United  States  would  be 
willing  to  normalize  relations  with  An- 
gola if  the  15,000  Cuban  troops  in  that 
country  were  withdrawn. 

June  30,  1976.  President  Ford 
signed  into  law  the  International  Se- 
curity Assistance  and  Arms  Export 
Control  Act  of  1976.  The  act  contained 
an  amendment  sponsored  by  Senator 
Dick  Clark  of  Iowa,  which  reaffirmed 
the  Tunney  amendment's  ban  on  U.S. 
military  and  other  forms  of  assistance 
to  any  group  or  persons  in  Angola. 

November  22,  1976.  The  United 
States  abstained  on  a  UN  Security 
Council  resolution  recommending  that 
the  General  Assembly  admit  Angola  to 
membership  in  the  United  Nations.  (It 
had  vetoed  a  similar  resolution  on  June 
23.)  On  December  1,  the  General  As- 
sembly admitted  Angola  by  a  vote  of 
116  to  0,  with  one  abstention  (the 
United  States). 

February  16,  1977.  President  Car- 
ter declared  that  his  Administration 
"would  like  to  move  toward  the  re- 
establishment  of  normal  relationships" 
with  Angola  but  that  the  "Cuban  mer- 
cenaries" in  that  country  presented  a 
problem.  He  said  that  the  removal  of 
Cuban  troops  from  Angola  would  be  "a 
step  toward  full  normalization." 
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May  4,  1978.  South  African  air 
and  ground  forces  launched  a  major  at- 
tack on  SWAPO  bases  in  Angola — their 
first  direct  action  since  1976.  On  May  6, 
the  UN  Security  Council  unanimously 
adopted  Resolution  428,  which  con- 
demned South  Africa  for  its  attack  and 
for  using  Namibia  as  a  springboard, 
and  demanded  its  withdrawal  from  An- 
gola and  the  end  of  its  illegal  occupa- 
tion of  Namibia. 

May  25,  1978.  President  Carter 
told  a  news  conference  that  while  he 
did  not  intend  to  seek  modification  of 
the  Clark  amendment,  he  had  asked 
the  Secretary  of  State  to  review  the 
various  legislative  restrictions  on  U.S. 
foreign  aid  programs  in  light  of  the 
need  "to  preserve  Presidential  capacity 
to  act  in  the  national  interests  at  a  time 
of  rapidly  changing  circumstances."  He 
also  said  that  the  United  States  had 
"no  intention  of  getting  involved  in  the 
conflict  in  Angola." 

June  20,  1978.  Secretary  of  State 
Vance  declared  that  increased  U.S.  con- 
sultations with  the  Angolan  Govern- 
ment could  improve  the  prospects  for 
reconciliation  between  Angola  and 
Zaire,  as  well  as  for  achieving  a  peace- 
ful settlement  in  Namibia.  (Katangan 
rebels  from  Angola  had  invaded  the 
Shaba  Province  of  Zaire  on  May  11.) 

June  26,  1978.  President  Carter 
told  a  news  conference  that  his  Admin- 
istration had  no  current  plans  to 
"normalize"  the  U.S.  relationship  with 
Angola  but  there  had  been  U.S.  nego- 
tiations or  consultations  directly  with 
Angolan  officials  ever  since  he  came 
into  office  and  that  U.S.  Deputy  Am- 
bassador to  the  United  Nations  Don- 
ald F.  McHenry's  current  visit  to 
Angola  was  "part  of  a  series  of  con- 
sultations." In  response  to  a  question, 
the  President  also  told  reporters  that 
he  had  "no  knowledge"  of  a  reported 
CIA  plan  to  send  weapons  through  a 
third  country  to  the  rebels  in  Angola. 
He  declared  that  no  "responsible  per- 
son" in  his  Administration  would  have 
violated  the  Clark  amendment  and  that 
he  had  no  intention  of  sending  weapons 
to  Angola  either  directly  or  indirectly. 

July  21,  1978.  Angolan  President 
Neto  said  that  his  government  had  "no 
reservations"  about  establishing  diplo- 
matic ties  but  that  the  United  States 
would  have  to  "take  us  as  we  are."  On 


July  22,  the  Department  of  State  said 
that  the  United  States  was  pleased 
with  Neto's  offer  but  concerned  about 
the  Cuban  presence  in  Angola  and  de- 
clared that  diplomatic  relations  could 
not  be  established  so  long  as  there  ex- 
isted the  "problem  of  internal  recon- 
ciliation among  the  various  factions  in 
Angola." 

March  26,  1979.  The  United 
States,  the  United  Kingdom,  and 
France  abstained  on  UN  Security 
Council  Resolution  447  condemning 
South  Africa  for  its  attacks  against  An- 
gola and  for  its  use  of  Namibia  as  a 
springboard  for  those  attacks,  demand- 
ing that  it  cease  such  attacks  immedi- 
ately. It  requested  that  UN  member 
states  extend  all  necessary  assistance 
to  the  Angolans  and  all  other  front-line 
states  to  strengthen  their  defense  ca- 
pacities. The  U.S.  abstention  was 
based  on  opposition  to  the  resolution's 
call  for  assistance  to  strengthen  the  de- 
fense capacities  of  the  front-line  states. 
On  November  2,  1979,  and  June  27, 
1980,  the  United  States,  the  United 
Kingdom,  and  France  again  abstained 
on  Security  Council  resolutions  which 
repeated  the  major  points  of  Resolution 
447. 

April  18,  1979.  Assistant  Secretary 
of  State  for  African  Affairs  Richard  M. 
Moose  stated  that  although  the  United 
States  had  not  recognized  the  Luanda 
government,  it  had  found  it  possible  to 
work  constructively  with  the  Angolans 
on  "regional  security  problems."  He 
also  said  that  Angola  would  have  "a 
crucial  role"  to  play  in  any  Namibia 
settlement. 

December  16,  1980.  President  Car- 
ter signed  into  law  the  FY  1981  foreign 
aid  appropriations  bill  which  contained 
an  amendment — proposed  by  Senator 
Paul  Tsongas  of  Massachusetts  on  June 
17  and  modified  by  the  conference  com- 
mittee on  November  19 — revising  the 
1976  Clark  amendment.  The  new 
amendment  prohibited  U.S.  aid  to  any 
faction  for  military  or  paramilitary  op- 
erations in  Angola  unless:  (1)  the  Presi- 
dent determined  that  such  aid  should 
be  furnished  "in  the  national  security 
interests  of  the  United  States;"  (2)  the 
President  submitted  this  determination 
to  Congress  along  with  a  description  of 
the  aid  recommended  and  the  identity 
of  its  proposed  recipients;  and  (3)  Con- 
gress enacted  a  joint  resolution  approv- 
ing the  furnishing  of  such  aid. 


March  19,  1981.  The  Reagan  Ad- 
ministration formally  requested  that 
Congress  repeal  the  Clark  amendment 
on  the  grounds  that  it  involved  "an  un- 
necessary restriction"  on  the  powers  of 
the  President. 

April  17,  1981.  Assistant  Secretary 
of  State  for  African  Affairs  Chester  A. 
Crocker  arrived  in  Angola.  Crocker, 
who  was  on  a  2-week,  12-nation  tour  of 
southern  Africa  aimed  at  reviving  stall- 
ed efforts  to  achieve  negotiated  inde- 
pendence for  Namibia,  told  the  Angolan 
Government  that  progress  on  Namibia 
was  related  to  the  withdrawal  of  Cuban 
troops  from  Angola — the  first  public 
linkage  of  the  two  issues. 

May  19,  1981.  The  House  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee  recommended  (19-5) 
that  Congress  not  repeal  the  Clark 
amendment  and  stated  that  repeal 
would  play  into  the  hands  of  the  Soviets 
and  Cubans  by  increasing  Angola's  re- 
liance on  the  Cubans  for  security 
needs.  The  foreign  aid  appropriations 
bill  retaining  the  Clark  amendment  ban 
was  signed  into  law  on  December  29. 

August  29,  1981.  Assistant  Secre- 
tary Crocker  stated  that  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment recognized  the  "intimate  rela- 
tionship between  the  conflicts  in 
Namibia  and  Angola"  and  was  con- 
vinced that  "a  satisfactory  outcome  can 
only  be  based  on  parallel  movement  in 
both  arenas." 

August  31,  1981.  The  United 
States  vetoed  a  UN  Security  Council 
resolution  supported  by  the  other  13 
Council  members,  which  strongly  con- 
demned South  Africa  for  its  "unpro- 
voked and  persistent  armed  invasion" 
of  Angola  and  for  using  Namibia  as  a 
springboard  for  such  invasions.  The 
U.S.  representative  explained  that  the 
United  States  had  voted  against  the 
resolution  because  it  placed  "all  the 
blame  on  South  Africa  for  the  escala- 
tion of  the  violence." 

December  8,  1981.  UNITA  leader 
Savimbi,  on  a  private  visit  to  Wash- 
ington, met  with  Secretary  of  State 
Haig  after  a  series  of  talks  with  other 
senior  U.S.  officials.  The  Secretary  told 
Savimbi  that  the  United  States  wished 
to  see  all  foreign  forces  leave  Angola, 
and  Savimbi  declared  his  commitment 
to  a  political  solution  to  the  civil  war  in 
Angola. 
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December  17,  1981.  The  United 
States  cast  the  only  vote  against  UN 
General  Assembly  Resolution  36/172  C 
(adopted  by  a  vote  of  136  to  1,  with  8 
abstentions),  which  condemned  South 
Africa's  "unprovoked  acts  of  aggres- 
sion" against  Angola  and  other  inde- 
pendent African  states,  urged  the 
Security  Council  to  adopt  effective 
measures  (i.e.,  sanctions)  against  South 
Africa  under  Chapter  VII  of  the  UN 
Charter,  and  demanded  that  South 
Africa  pay  full  compensation  for  the 
damages  caused  by  its  aggression. 

January  15-16,  1982.  Assistant 

Secretary  Crocker  met  with  Angolan 
Foreign  Minister  Paulo  Jorge  in  Paris  to 
discuss  a  recent  "Western  Five"  pro- 
posal to  achieve  Nambian  independ- 
ence. On  March  4,  the  two  met 
again  in  Paris  for  further  talks.  (The 
"Western  Five" — Canada,  France,  West 
Germany,  the  United  Kingdom,  and  the 
United  States — had  been  attempting  to 
negotiate  a  Namibian  settlement  since 
;  April  1977.) 

June  17,  1982.  South  African 
Prime  Minister  Pieter  W.  Botha  de- 
clared that  no  agreement  on  Namibian 
independence  was  possible  until  Cuban 

!  troops  were  removed  from  Angola.  On 
July  25,  Angola  rejected  the  proposed 
linkage  between  South  African  with- 
drawal from  Namibia  and  Cuban  with- 

j   drawal  from  Angola. 

December  20,  1982.  UN  General 
I   Assembly  Resolution  37/233-B  was 

adopted  by  a  vote  of  129  to  0,  with  17 
j   abstentions  (including  the  United 

States).  The  resolution  reaffirmed  Se- 
|   curity  Council  Resolutions  385  and  435 
i,  as  the  only  basis  for  a  Namibian  settle- 
>   ment  and  rejected  U.S.  and  South  Af- 
|   rican  attempts  to  establish  linkage 
j   between  Namibian  independence  and 
"extraneous  issues"  such  as  the  with- 
drawal of  Cuban  forces  from  Angola. 

January  26,  1983.  The  United 
States  and  Angola  began  a  new  round 
of  talks  on  Namibia. 

February  16,  1983.  A  de  facto 
cease-fire  between  South  Africa  and 
Angola  went  into  effect  while  negotia- 
tions proceeded  between  the  two  coun- 
tries. The  Department  of  State 
welcomed  this  as  "a  constructive  step 
toward  a  more  comprehensive  regional 
peace." 


April  13-14,  1983.  Angolan  Inte- 
rior Minister  Manuel  Alexandre 
Rodrigues  met  with  top  U.S.  officials, 
including  Secretary  of  State  Shultz  and 
Vice  President  Bush,  in  Washington  to 
discuss  Namibia  and  the  presence  of 
Cuban  troops  in  Angola. 

August  29,  1983.  Following  his  re- 
turn from  a  working  visit  to  South  Af- 
rica, Namibia,  and  Angola,  UN  Secre- 
tary General  Javier  Perez  de  Cuellar 
reported  to  the  Security  Council  that 
South  Africa's  insistence  on  the  removal 
of  Cuban  troops  from  Angola  made  it 
impossible  to  implement  Resolution 
435 — the  UN  plan  for  the  independence 
of  Namibia. 

October  28,  1983.  The  United 
States  abstained  on  UN  Security  Coun- 
cil Resolution  539  which  rejected  South 
Africa's  insistence  on  linking  Namibian 
independence  to  withdrawal  of  Cuban 
troops  from  Angola. 

December  6,  1983-January  8,  1984. 

South  African  forces  launched  a  major 
offensive  against  SWAPO  guerrilla 
bases,  attacking  targets  more  than  150 
miles  inside  Angola. 

December  15,  1983.  South  African 
Foreign  Minister  Roelef  F  (Pik)  Botha 
sent  a  letter  to  UN  Secretary  General 
Perez  de  Cuellar  saying  that  South  Af- 
rica was  prepared  to  begin  a  disengage- 
ment of  its  troops  from  southern 
Angola  for  a  month  beginning  Janu- 
ary 31,  1984,  in  order  to  advance  the 
possibility  of  a  Namibian  settlement. 
He  said  the  offer  was  made  "on  the 
understanding  that  the  Angolan  Gov- 
ernment... would  not  exploit  the  situa- 
tion." The  Department  of  State 
welcomed  the  Foreign  Minister's  offer. 
On  December  30,  President  Dos  Santos 
sent  a  letter  to  the  Secretary  General 
accepting  the  possibility  of  a  truce  be- 
tween Angola  and  South  Africa. 

December  20,  1983.  The  United 
States  abstained  on  UN  Security  Coun- 
cil Resolution  545  condemning  South 
Africa's  continued  occupation  of  parts 
of  southern  Angola  which  "endangered 
international  peace  and  security" 
and  demanding  its  immediate  and 
unconditional  withdrawal.  On  Janu- 
ary 6,  1984,  the  United  States  ab- 
stained on  a  similar  resolution 
repeating  the  condemnation. 

February  16,  1984.  A  U.S.  delega- 
tion headed  by  Assistant  Secretary 
Crocker  met  with  delegations  from 
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Angola  and  South  Africa  in  Lusaka, 
Zambia,  where  the  three  delegations 
reached  agreement  on  the  disengage- 
ment of  Angolan  and  South  African 
forces  in  southern  Angola  (the  Lusaka 
accord).  At  the  request  of  South  Africa 
and  Angola,  it  was  agreed  that  a  small 
number  of  U.S.  representatives  would 
participate  in  the  activities  of  the  joint 
South  African/ Angolan  commission  es- 
tablished to  monitor  the  disengagement 
process. 

October  31-November  1,  1984. 

Assistant  Secretary  Crocker  met  with 
Foreign  Minister  Botha  in  Cape  Verde 
to  discuss  Namibian  independence  and 
disengagement  in  southern  Angola.  At 
the  request  of  the  Angolan  Govern- 
ment, Assistant  Secretary  Crocker 
transmitted  an  Angolan  proposal  con- 
taining specific  suggestions  for  the 
withdrawal  of  South  African  troops 
from  Angola,  implementation  of  Resolu- 
tion 435,  a  cease-fire  between  South 
Africa  and  SWAPO,  withdrawal  of 
Cuban  troops  once  implementation  was 
in  progress,  and  an  international  agree- 
ment guaranteeing  Namibia's  inde- 
pendence and  Angola's  security  and 
territorial  integrity.  Angola  submitted 
this  proposal  to  the  United  Nations  on 
November  17.  Crocker  later  called  this 
"an  important  step  forward"  because 
Angola  had  accepted  the  principle  that 
Namibian  independence  could  only  take 
place  in  the  context  of  the  withdrawal 
of  Cuban  troops  from  Angola. 

March  18  and  21,  1985.  Assistant 
Secretary  Crocker  presented  to  the  An- 
golan and  South  African  Governments  a 
new  U.S.  compromise  proposal  for  a 
Namibian  settlement  which  included 
provisions  drawn  from  the  positions  of 
both  sides.  On  April  18,  however,  the 
South  African  Government  announced 
its  intention  to  unilaterally  establish  an 
interim  administration  in  Namibia.  The 
U.S.  Government  stated  that  it  would 
not  recognize  the  transfer  of  power  to 
any  such  government. 

May  21-29,  1985.  Following  An- 
golan interception  of  a  South  African 
commando  team  about  to  sabotage  an 
oil  installation  partially  owned  by  Gulf 
Oil  Corporation,  South  Africa  admitted 
that  it  had  mounted  "covert  military 
reconnaissance  forays"  into  northern 
Angola  but  denied  giving  orders  to 
commit  sabotage.  The  Department  of 
State  spokesman  indicated  that  the 
United  States  took  the  "strongest  ex- 
ception" to  the  presence  of  South  Af- 
rican armed  units  inside  Angola  and 
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was  "deeply  concerned"  about  the 
safety  of  U.S.  citizens  and  property 
overseas. 

June  14,  1985.  The  United  States 
recalled  Ambassador  Herman  Nickel  to 
protest  South  Africa's  June  14  attack  on 
Botswana  and  its  attempted  sabotage 
of  Angola's  oil  facilities  in  Cabinda  on 
May  21. 

June  20,  1985.  The  United  States 
voted  for  UN  Security  Council  Resolu- 
tion 567  condemning  South  Africa's  re- 
cent aggression  against  Angola  and  its 
use  of  Namibia  as  a  springboard  for  its 
attacks  and  demanding  its  uncondi- 
tional withdrawal  from  Angolan 
territory. 

July  10,  1985.  The  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives voted  236  to  185  to  repeal 
the  1976  Clark  amendment.  The  Senate 
had  voted  63  to  34  to  repeal  the  ban  on 
June  11.  On  August  8,  President  Rea- 
gan signed  the  repeal  into  law  as  Sec- 
tion 811  of  the  International  Security 
and  Development  Cooperation  Act  of 
1985. 

July  13,  1985.  The  Angolan  Gov- 
ernment announced  that  it  was  sus- 
pending all  diplomatic  contacts  with  the 
United  States  in  protest  against  the 
congressional  vote  repealing  the  Clark 
amendment.  The  Department  of  State 
said  that  the  United  States  had  no 
plans  to  aid  the  UNITA  rebels  or  to 
relax  its  diplomatic  efforts  concerning 
Angola. 

September  20,  1985.  The  United 
States  voted  for  UN  Security  Council 
Resolution  571  condemning  South  Af- 
rica's September  16  incursion  into  An- 
golan territory  and  announcing  the 
appointment  of  a  UN  Commission  of  In- 
quiry to  investigate  the  damage  in  An- 
gola resulting  from  this  invasion.  It 
abstained,  however,  on  paragraph  5 
which  called  on  member  states  to 
strengthen  the  defense  capabilities  of 
the  front-line  states.  On  October  7,  the 
United  States  voted  for  a  similar  reso- 
lution which  repeated  the 
condemnation. 

November  22,  1985.  President 
Reagan  said  in  an  interview  that  he 
favored  covert  aid  to  UNITA  in  prefer- 
ence to  the  overt  economic  and  military 
assistance  being  advocated  by  some 
Members  of  Congress. 


November  27-28,  1985.  A  U.S. 
delegation  headed  by  Assistant  Secre- 
tary Crocker  met  with  Angolan  repre- 
sentatives in  Lusaka,  Zambia,  to 
discuss  a  regional  settlement  between 
South  Africa  and  Angola  leading  to  the 
withdrawal  of  Cuban  troops  from  An- 
gola and  implementation  of  UN  Se- 
curity Council  Resolution  435. 

December  6,  1985.  The  UN  Se- 
curity Council  unanimously  adopted 
Resolution  577  strongly  condemning 
South  Africa  for  its  aggression  against 
Angola.  In  a  separate  paragraph,  on 
which  the  United  States  abstained,  UN 
member  states  were  requested  to  ex- 
tend all  necessary  assistance  to  Angola 
"to  strengthen  its  defense  capacity." 

January  8-9,  1986.  A  U.S.  delega- 
tion, headed  by  Assistant  Secretary 
Crocker,  met  with  President  Dos  San- 
tos and  senior  officials  in  Luanda  for 
further  negotiations  on  implementing 
Resolution  435.  On  January  12-14, 
Assistant  Secretary  Crocker  met  with 
senior  officials  in  South  Africa  to  dis- 
cuss a  regional  settlement. 

January  30,  1986.  UNITA  leader 
Savimbi,  who  was  on  a  private  visit  to 
Washington  January  29-February  6, 
met  with  President  Reagan  at  the 
White  House.  Afterward,  an  Admin- 
istration official  said  that  Savimbi  told 
the  President  his  goal  was  "a  peaceful 
national  reconciliation  in  Angola." 

February  13,  1986.  The  United 
States  and  the  United  Kingdom  ab- 
stained on  UN  Security  Council  Resolu- 
tion 581  condemning  South  Africa  for 
threatening  aggression  against  the 
front-line  states  and  asking  UN  mem- 
bers to  "expand  urgently  all  forms  of 
assistance"  to  those  states. 

February  18,  1986.  Assistant  Sec- 
retary Crocker  told  the  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  that  the  decision 
had  been  made  to  provide  covert  mili- 
tary aid  to  UNITA  in  order  to  prevent 
the  Angolan  Government  from  achiev- 
ing a  "military  solution."  Crocker 
stressed,  however,  that  the  United 
States  remained  committed  to  a  diplo- 
matic solution  to  the  Angolan  conflict. 
The  Angolan  Government  subsequently 
stated  that  the  U.S.  decision  amounted 
to  "a  declaration  of  war." 

March  4,  1986.  The  South  African 
Government  announced  that  it  would 
implement  the  UN  plan  for  the  inde- 


pendence of  Namibia  (Resolution  435) 
beginning  on  August  1,  1986,  but  made 
it  clear  that  implementation  depended 
upon  the  withdrawal  of  Cuban  troops 
from  Angola.  The  U.S.  Government 
welcomed  the  announcement  as  "a  sig- 
nificant and  positive  step."  On  March  8, 
the  Angolan  Government  rejected  the 
South  African  proposal. 

March  6,  1986.  Assistant  Secre- 
tary Crocker  met  in  Geneva  with 
Vladilen  M.  Vasev,  the  Soviet  Foreign 
Ministry  official  in  charge  of  southern 
African  affairs,  to  discuss  a  settlement 
of  the  regional  problems  in  southern 
Africa. 

March  13-14,  1986.  Foreign  Minis- 
ter Botha  met  with  U.S.  Deputy  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  State  for  African 
Affairs  Frank  Wisner  in  Cape  Town  to 
discuss  a  regional  settlement. 

March  18,  1986.  Angolan  Presi- 
dent Dos  Santos  sent  a  letter  to  Secre- 
tary General  Perez  de  Cuellar  urging 
him  to  take  full  responsibility  for  nego- 
tiations regarding  Namibian  independ- 
ence and  peace  in  southern  Africa.  Dos 
Santos  wrote  that  the  "deliberate  and 
systematic  support"  of  the  United 
States  for  South  Africa  and  its  increas- 
ing military  support  for  UNITA  had 
"jeopardized  its  credibility  as  a 
mediator." 

March  25,  1986.  Department  of 
State  spokesman  Charles  Redman  said 
that  "American  companies  operating  in 
Angola  should  be  fully  aware  of  the  risk 
they  run"  and  that  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment had  asked  these  companies  to 
consider  U.S.  interests,  as  well  as  their 
own,  in  making  business  decisions  re- 
lating to  Angola.  He  said  that  U.S.  eco- 
nomic policy  toward  Angola  was  "to 
deny,  pending  an  achievement  of  a  ne- 
gotiated settlement,  all  U.S.  exports  to 
Angola  with  a  military  use  and  to  not 
support... Angola's  ability  to  earn  for- 
eign currency  and  thus  fund  its  war 
against  UNITA." 

June  18,  1986.  The  United  States 
and  the  United  Kingdom  vetoed  a  UN 
Security  Council  resolution  which  con- 
demned South  African  aggression 
against  Angola,  called  for  mandatory 
economic  sanctions  against  South  Af- 
rica, and  asked  UN  members  to  pro- 
vide military  assistance  to  the  Angolan 
Government. 
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August  11,  1986.  A  South  African 
force  crossed  the  Namibian  border  and 
attacked  a  Soviet-supported  air  base 
150  miles  inside  Angola.  The  State  De- 
partment declared  that  the  United 
States  could  not  condone  any  South  Af- 
rican raid  into  Angola. 

August  18,  1986.  President  Dos 
Santos  declared  that  he  would  welcome 
a  meeting  with  President  Reagan,  in- 
vited him  to  Angola,  and  expressed  the 
wish  that  the  two  countries  might  es- 
tablish diplomatic  relations.  On  Sep- 
tember 17,  Angolan  Foreign  Minister 
Afonso  Van  Dunem  called  for  a  top- 
level  meeting  between  U.S.  and  An- 
golan officials  as  a  prelude  to  the  estab- 
lishment of  diplomatic  ties. 

September  17,  1986.  By  a  vote  of 
229  to  186,  the  House  of  Represen- 
tatives rejected  an  amendment  to  the 
FY  1987  intelligence  authorization  bill 
that  would  have  barred  any  further  cov- 
ert aid  to  UNITA  unless  it  was  first 
publicly  debated  and  approved  by  both 
Houses  of  Congress. 

April  7,  1987.  After  Assistant  Sec- 
retary Crocker  met  with  an  Angolan 
delegation  in  Brazzaville,  Congo,  the 
two  sides  agreed  to  resume  the  U.S.- 
Angolan negotiations  aimed  at  reaching 
a  regional  settlement  of  the  Angola- 
Namibia  conflict  which  had  been  broken 
off  by  Angola  in  protest  against  the 
February  1986  U.S.  decision  to  send  aid 
to  UNITA. 

July  14-15,  1987.  Assistant  Secre- 
tary Crocker  met  with  Angolan  officials 
in  Luanda  to  discuss  a  timetable  for  the 
withdrawal  of  Cuban  troops  from  An- 
gola and  independence  for  Namibia. 
After  returning  to  Washington,  how- 
ever, he  said  that  the  talks  had  been 
"a  waste  of  time." 

September  7-8,  1987.  Assistant 
Secretary  Crocker  visited  Luanda  for 
talks  regarding  Angola's  August  5  pro- 
posal for  accelerated  implementation  of 
UN  Security  Council  Resolution  435  on 
Namibia  and  the  establishment  of  last- 
ing peace  in  southern  Africa.  The  De- 
partment of  State  said  Assistant 
Secretary  Crocker  hoped  to  "clarify 
certain  ambiguities"  in  the  proposal 
regarding  the  withdrawal  of  Cuban 
troops. 

October  30,  1987.  The  United 
States  abstained  on  a  draft  Security 
Council  resolution  calling  for  rapid  im- 


plementation of  Resolution  435.  U.S. 
representative  Herbert  Okun  indicated 
that  implementation  could  not  be 
achieved  without  addressing  the  se- 
curity concerns  of  both  Angola  and 
South  Africa.  South  Africa  said  that 
the  only  remaining  obstacle  to  imple- 
mentation was  the  presence  of  Soviet 
and  Cuban  military  personnel  in 
Angola. 

November  12,  1987.  South  Africa 
admitted  that  its  troops  had  recently 
intervened  in  southern  Angola  to  assist 
UNITA  and  clashed  with  Soviet  and 
Cuban  forces.  Defense  Minister  Gen. 
Magnus  Malan  said  that  if  South  Africa 
had  not  intervened,  UNITA  would  have 
been  defeated,  leading  to  eventual  com- 
munist domination  of  southern  Africa. 
UNITA  leader  Savimbi  later  said  that 
U.S. -supplied  weaponry  had  been  de- 
cisive in  warding  off  the  offensive. 

November  25,  1987.  The  UN  Se- 
curity Council  adopted  a  resolution  con- 
demning South  Africa's  aggression  in 
southern  Angola.  U.S.  Ambassador 
Vernon  Walters  stated  that  the  United 
States  had  voted  for  the  resolution  but 
declared  that  this  did  not  address  many 
important  issues.  He  said  that  the  fates 
of  Namibia  and  Angola  were  "inextri- 
cably linked"  and  that  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment was  seeking  a  settlement 
removing  all  foreign  forces  from  the 
region. 

December  23,  1987.  The  UN  Se- 
curity Council  adopted  a  resolution  con- 
demning South  Africa  for  its  delay  in 
pulling  out  of  Angola.  Foreign  Minister 
Botha  rejected  the  UN  demand  for  a 
complete  withdrawal,  although  he  de- 
clared that  a  gradual  South  Africa  De- 
fense Force  pullback  was  underway. 

January  28-29,  1988.  A  new  round 
of  negotiations  between  a  U.S.  delega- 
tion headed  by  Assistant  Secretary 
Crocker  and  Angolan  representatives 
took  place  in  Luanda.  On  February  1, 
the  Department  of  State  announced 
that  Angola  and  Cuba  had  jointly 
agreed  to  a  total  withdrawal  of  Cuban 
troops  in  Angola  as  part  of  a  still- 
unresolved  overall  southern  Africa 
peace  settlement. 

March  6,  1988.  Defense  Minister 
Malan  announced  that  South  Africa  was 
willing  to  make  a  direct  deal  with  the 
Soviet  Union  to  withdraw  from  Angola 
if  the  Soviet  Government  committed  it- 
self to  a  neutral  government  in  that 


country.  On  March  10,  the  Soviet  For- 
eign Ministry  rejected  Malan's  offer. 

March  14,  1988.  Assistant  Secre- 
tary Crocker  met  with  Foreign  Minister 
Botha  in  Geneva  to  discuss  Angola.  The 
meeting  came  a  day  after  Angola  an- 
nounced that  it  had  presented  the 
United  States  with  a  specific  timetable 
for  the  total  withdrawal  of  Cuban 
troops,  if  both  the  United  States  and 
South  Africa  ended  their  support  of 
UNITA.  After  the  meeting,  Botha  com- 
plained that  the  Angolan  plan  lacked 
specific  "numbers,  figures,  and  time 
schedules." 

May  3-4,  1988.  The  first  round  of 
quadripartite  talks  on  the  Angola- 
Namibia  conflict  was  held  among  the 
United  States,  South  Africa,  Angola, 
and  Cuba  in  London.  On  May  13,  fol- 
lowup  talks  between  South  Africa  and 
Angola  took  place  in  Brazzaville, 
Congo. 

June  1,  1988.  During  the  Moscow 
summit,  the  United  States  and  the  So- 
viet Union  announced  their  support  for 
a  September  29,  1988,  target  date  for 
reaching  agreement  on  the  withdrawal 
of  all  foreign  troops  from  Angola  and 
the  independence  of  Namibia. 

July  20,  1988.  South  Africa,  An- 
gola, and  Cuba  announced  ratification 
of  an  agreement  on  principles,  which 
called  for  "the  staged  and  total  with- 
drawal of  Cuban  troops"  from  Angola 
and  stated  that  Resolution  435  was 
"indispensable  to  a  comprehensive  set- 
tlement." The  agreement  evolved  dur- 
ing a  series  of  quadripartite  talks, 
beginning  in  London  May  3-4  and  con- 
tinuing in  Cairo  June  24-25  and  in  New 
York  July  11-13.  Assistant  Secretary 
Crocker,  who  had  served  as  a  mediator, 
called  the  agreement  "a  set  of  guide- 
lines" but  warned  that  "hard  bargain- 
ing" lay  ahead. 

August  2-5,  1988.  A  new  round  of 
Namibia-Angola  peace  talks  chaired  by 
Assistant  Secretary  Crocker  took  place 
in  Geneva. 

August  8,  1988.  The  parties  to  the 
Geneva  talks  issued  a  joint  communique 
announcing  an  immediate  cease-fire  and 
stating  that  they  had  agreed  to  recom- 
mend to  the  United  Nations  implemen- 
tation of  Resolution  435  beginning  on 
November  1,  with  Namibian  elections 
to  be  held  7  months  later.  South  Africa 
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would  begin  to  withdraw  its  troops 
from  southern  Angola  on  August  10  and 
complete  withdrawal  by  September  1. 
Angola  and  Cuba  agreed  to  subscribe 
to  an  accord  including  a  timetable  for 
"the  staged  and  total  withdrawal  of 
Cuban  troops  from  Angola"  to  be  nego- 
tiated by  September  1. 

August  9,  1988.  Assistant  Secre- 
tary Crocker  said  that  "the  cooperation 
of  the  Soviet  Union"  had  been  an 
important  factor  in  making  the  Geneva 
agreement  possible  and  that  Soviet  offi- 
cials had  met  with  U.S.  representatives 
before  and  after  the  negotiating  ses- 
sions. He  also  said  that  two  unresolved 
questions  could  still  hamper  and  post- 
pone a  final  settlement:  the  schedule 
for  withdrawal  of  Cuban  troops  from 
Angola  and  the  refusal  of  the  Angolan 
Government  to  talk  to  UNITA.  In  addi- 
tion, Crocker  declared  that  the  United 
States  would  not  end  weapons  ship- 
ments to  UNITA  until  the  Soviet  Union 
ended  its  deliveries  of  military  supplies 
to  the  Angolan  Government,  comment- 
ing that  "we  are  not  going  to  uni- 
laterally disengage." 

August  11,  1988.  The  Soviet  Union 
urged  the  Angolan  Government  to 
"start  a  dialogue"  with  UNITA  and 
warned  that  in  the  absence  of  such  ne- 
gotiations, the  quadripartite  agreement 
reached  in  Geneva  would  be  "placed  in 
jeopardy." 

August  13,  1988.  Following  the 
House  of  Representatives'  vote  for  a 
new  sanctions  bill  ending  all  U.S.  in- 
vestment and  banning  almost  all  trade 
with  South  Africa,  Foreign  Minister 
Botha  warned  that  the  new  sanctions 
would  present  problems  for  implemen- 
tation of  the  Namibia-Angola  peace 
plan. 

August  15-16,  1988.  As  a  followup 
to  the  Geneva  agreement,  military  ex- 
perts from  Angola,  Cuba,  and  South 
Africa  met  at  Ruacana  on  the  Angola- 
Namibia  border  to  establish  a  Joint  Mil- 
itary Monitoring  Commission  (which 
would  include  Namibian  represen- 
tatives) to  guarantee  the  cessation  of 
hostilities  and  to  smooth  the  way  for 
implementation  of  Resolution  435. 

August  24-26,  1988.  During  a  fifth 
round  of  quadripartite  talks  in  Braz- 
zaville, the  United  States  worked  with 
the  parties  to  narrow  differences  on  a 
timetable  for  total  withdrawal  of  Cuban 


troops  from  Angola.  Following  the 
talks,  President  Dos  Santos  stated  that 
he  would  not  be  pressured  into  a 
power-sharing  agreement  with  UNITA. 

August  30,  1988.  The  final  con- 
tingent of  South  African  troops  with- 
drew from  southern  Angola  into 
Namibia— 2  days  before  the  Septem- 
ber 1  deadline  set  by  the  Geneva  cease- 
fire agreement.  South  African  officials 
announced  that  SWAPO  had  agreed  to 
stay  120  miles  north  of  the  Namibian 
border  and  to  begin  observing  a  cease- 
fire. 

September  2,  1988.  The  Depart- 
ment of  State  said  that  Cuba  had  sent 
substantial  amounts  of  military  aid  to 
Angola  in  recent  weeks  but  denied  re- 
ports that  Cuba  had  recently  increased 
its  troop  strength  to  60,000. 

September  3,  1988.  UNITA  leader 
Savimbi  told  a  press  conference  that  he 
had  decided  to  disassociate  UNITA 
from  the  quadripartite  peace  talks  and 
warned  that  those  talks  were  bound 
to  fail  if  they  continued  to  exclude 
UNITA.  He  said  that  UNITA  would 
not  abandon  the  areas  under  its  control 
along  the  Angolan-Namibian  border. 
Savimbi  stated  that  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment and  people  fully  supported 
UNITA. 

September  7-8,  1988.  Following 
the  sixth  round  of  quadripartite  talks  in 
Brazzaville,  the  four  delegations  issued 
a  joint  communique  reconfirming  their 
commitment  to  the  November  1  target 
date  for  implementing  Resolution  435. 
The  communique  noted  that  the  agree- 
ments reached  in  Geneva  in  August 
had  been  implemented:  South  African 
forces  had  withdrawn  from  Angola  be- 
fore the  September  1  deadline  and  the 
Joint  Military  Monitoring  Commission 
was  functioning  satisfactorily.  It  indi- 
cated that  the  Cuban  and  Angolan  Gov- 
ernments would  reach  agreement  on  a 
timetable  for  the  withdrawal  of  Cuban 
troops  from  Angola  within  the  frame- 
work of  the  general  negotiations. 

September  22-23,  1988.  UN  Secre- 
tary General  Perez  de  Cuellar  met  in 
South  Africa  with  high-ranking  South 
African  officials  and  Namibian  political 
leaders  to  discuss  remaining  obstacles 
to  Namibian  independence — including 
the  question  of  who  would  pay  the  esti- 
mated $700  million  needed  to  put  the 
independence  plan  into  effect.  After- 


ward, the  Secretary  General  told  a 
joint  press  conference  that  he  had  as- 
sured President  Botha  that  the  United 
Nations  would  act  impartially  once  im- 
plementation of  Resolution  435  began. 
Botha  said  that  he  had  approved  plans 
to  send  a  UN  technical  team  to 
Namibia  to  prepare  the  way  for  the  UN 
Transitional  Assistance  Group 
(UNTAG)  which  was  to  oversee 
Namibia's  transition  to  independence. 

September  24,  1988.  Following 
talks  with  Secretary  General  Perez  de 
Cuellar  in  Luanda,  Angolan  President 
Dos  Santos  said  that  he  had  reaffirmed 
the  Angolan  Government's  willingness 
to  offer  its  full  cooperation  with  the 
UN  mission  in  Namibia. 

SWAPO  announced  that  it  had  re- 
jected a  proposal  by  the  Namibian 
provisional  government  calling  for  a 
national  reconciliation  conference  of  all 
Namibian  parties  in  preparation  for  the 
implementation  of  Resolution  435. 

September  26-29,  1988.  The  sev- 
enth round  of  quadripartite  peace  talks 
in  Brazzaville  adjourned  without  reach- 
ing agreement  on  a  timetable,  but  the 
negotiators  expressed  "their  firm  inten- 
tion to  solve  the  remaining  problems 
after  consultation  with  their  respective 
governments."  They  also  reaffirmed 
their  earlier  commitment  to  the 
November  1  target  date  for  implement- 
ing Resolution  435. 

October  6,  1988.  Angolan  Presi- 
dent Dos  Santos  said  that  his  govern- 
ment was  prepared  to  talk  to  UNITA 
once  agreement  on  such  issues  as  the 
presence  of  South  African  troops  and 
Namibian  independence  was  reached 
and  that  he  would  "not  exclude"  grant- 
ing cabinet  posts  in  a  government  of 
reconciliation  to  UNITA  members — 
with  the  exception  of  Dr.  Savimbi, 
whom  he  described  as  "a  special  case." 

October  7-9,  1988.  Assistant  Sec- 
retary Crocker  presided  over  informal 
talks  among  high-ranking  Angolan, 
Cuban,  and  South  African  officials  at- 
tending the  43d  UN  General  Assembly. 
U.S.  officials  said  the  purpose  of  these 
talks  was  to  discuss  new  proposals 
aimed  at  settling  differences  regarding 
the  timetable  for  Cuban  troop  with- 
drawal and  implementation  of  Resolu- 
tion 435  before  the  next  round  of  formal 
negotiations  in  Brazzaville. 
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October  17,  1988.  UNITA  leader 
Savimbi  told  the  press  that  he  had  "no 
intention"  of  moving  his  bases  and  sup- 
ply dumps  into  northern  Angola  and 
that  he  would  "not  give  up  the  in- 
frastructure it  has  taken  us  13  years  to 
develop  and  move  north  to  an  uncertain 
future."  Savimbi  asserted  that  he  was 
confident  that  UNITA  could  hold  its 
own  militarily  against  Angolan  and 
Cuban  forces  but  also  said  that  there 
was  no  question  of  asking  South  Africa 
for  assistance  even  if  those  forces  broke 
through  UNITA's  lines. 

November  15,  1988.  After  a  5-day 
round  of  quadripartite  peace  talks 
chaired  by  Assistant  Secretary  Crocker 
in  Geneva,  the  South  African,  Angolan, 
and  Cuban  delegations  announced  that 
they  had  reached  agreement  in  princi- 
ple on  a  framework  for  the  phased 
withdrawal  of  Cuban  troops  from  An- 
gola and  U.N. -supervised  elections  in 
Namibia  which  was  to  be  submitted  to 
their  governments  for  approval.  If  all 
three  governments  accepted  the  pro- 
posal, Crocker  was  to  arrange  a  final 
round  of  quadripartite  talks  in  Brazza- 
ville to  achieve  and  sign  a  formal  agree- 
ment. U.S.  officials  said  they  expected 
that  an  agreement  would  provide  a  ma- 
jor impetus  to  the  beginning  of  talks 
between  the  Angolan  Government  and 
UNITA. 

November  18,  1988.  The  Cuban 
and  Angolan  Governments  announced 
that  they  would  accept  the  U.S. -medi- 
ated plan  for  the  phased  withdrawal  of 
Cuban  troops  from  Angola  reached  in 
Geneva  on  November  15. 

November  19,  1988.  UNITA  leader 
Savimbi  told  a  press  conference  that  his 
forces  had  reached  a  tacit  cease-fire 
agreement  with  Cuban  forces  in  Angola 
and  would  not  harass  the  departing 
Cuban  troops  as  they  withdrew.  Sa- 
vimbi also  said  that  UNITA  would  con- 
tinue its  civil  war  against  Angolan 
Government  troops  until  all  the  Cubans 
were  gone  and  national  reconciliation 
with  the  government  had  been 
achieved. 

November  22,  1988.  Saying  that 
"the  hard  nut  that  had  to  be  cracked 
has  been  cracked,"  Foreign  Minister 
Botha  announced  that  the  South  Af- 
rican Government  had  advised  the 


United  States  of  its  acceptance  of  the 
U.S. -mediated  agreement  in  principle 
reached  in  Geneva  on  November  15. 
Botha  warned,  however,  that  verifica- 
tion and  monitoring  of  the  Cuban  with- 
drawal would  be  crucial  to  the  peace 
process  and  noted  that  the  parties  still 
had  to  work  out  verification  pro- 
cedures. He  also  stressed  that  there 
could  be  no  lasting  peace  in  the  region 
until  there  was  national  reconciliation 
inside  Angola.  Botha  said,  however, 
that  UNITA  leader  Savimbi  had  told 
him  that  South  African  acceptance  of 
the  November  15  agreement  would  con- 
tribute to  peace  and  stability  in  the  re- 
gion so  long  as  the  Cuban  withdrawal 
from  Angola  was  properly  monitored. 
Department  of  State  spokesman  Red- 
man welcomed  the  South  African  an- 
nouncement and  said  that  officials  from 
the  four  countries  would  meet  soon  in 
Brazzaville  to  work  out  the  final  details 
of  what  would  be  "a  complex  interlock- 
ing set"  of  agreements. 

December  1-3,  1988.  The  10th 
round  of  quadripartite  peace  talks, 
which  had  been  expected  to  conclude 
with  the  signing  of  a  protocol  outlining 
the  terms  of  the  agreement  reached  in 
Geneva  on  November  15,  ended  pre- 
maturely when  the  South  African  dele- 
gation abruptly  left  Brazzaville  on 
December  3.  Saying  that  his  delegation 
needed  to  return  to  consult  President 
Botha,  Foreign  Minister  Botha  declared 


that  South  Africa  could  not  sign  a  docu- 
ment that  was  "not  specific"  regarding 
verification  of  Cuban  troop  withdrawal. 
He  added,  however,  that  he  still  ex- 
pected a  protocol  to  be  signed  during 
December — once  the  last  few  issues 
were  resolved. 

December  13,  1988.  In  Brazzaville, 
South  Africa,  Angola,  and  Cuba  signed 
an  agreement  (the  Brazzaville  protocol) 
committing  themselves  to  the  phased 
withdrawal  of  50,000  Cuban  troops  from 
Angola  over  27  months  and  the  inde- 
pendence of  Namibia  by  November  1, 
1989.  The  signatories  agreed  to  recom- 
mend to  the  UN  Secretary  General 
that  April  1,  1989,  be  established  as  the 
date  for  implementation  of  Resolution 
435  and  to  meet  in  New  York  on  De- 
cember 22  for  signature  of  a  formal  tri- 
partite treaty  and  a  bilateral  Angolan- 
Cuban  agreement  governing  Cuban 
withdrawal.  By  that  date,  Angola  and 
Cuba  were  to  have  reached  agreement 
with  the  UN  Secretary  General  on  ver- 
ification of  the  withdrawal.  The  parties 
to  the  Brazzaville  protocol  also  agreed 
to  establish  a  joint  commission  (which 
would  include  U.S  and  Soviet  observ- 
ers) to  serve  as  a  forum  for  discussion 
and  resolution  of  issues  regarding  the 
interpretation  and  implementation  of 
the  tripartite  agreement. 


Antarctic  Mineral 
Resource  Convention  Signed 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
DEC.  2,  1988' 

The  United  States  signed  the  conven- 
tion on  the  regulation  of  Antarctic 
mineral  resource  activities  on 
November  30.  The  convention  was 
signed  in  Wellington,  New  Zealand, 
by  the  U.S.  Ambassador  to  New  Zea- 
land, Paul  M.  Cleveland. 

The  agreement  was  concluded  fol- 
lowing 6  years  of  negotiation  among 
the  parties  to  the  Antarctic  Treaty.  It 
is  an  important  environmental  and  re- 
source management  treaty  which  es- 
tablishes the  legal  obligations  and 
institutional  mechanisms  necessary 
for  considering  and  regulating  com- 
mercial mineral  resource  activities  in 


the  Antarctic,  should  interest  in  them 
emerge  in  the  future. 

The  convention  is  designed  to 
protect  the  environment  of  Antarctica 
and  create  a  stable  and  predictable 
framework  for  dealing  with  possible 
mineral  resource  activities  there,  in- 
cluding provision  of  security  of  invest- 
ment for  any  permitted  activities.  It 
represents  an  important  contribution 
to  the  Antarctic  Treaty  system  which 
has  maintained  Antarctica  as  a  zone 
of  peace,  free  of  military  activity  and 
reserved  for  peaceful  international  co- 
operation, for  the  past  three  decades. 


■Read  to  news  correspondents  by 
Department  deputy  spokesman  Phvllis 
Oakley.  ■ 
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The  signatories  hailed  the  protocol 
as  heralding  a  "new  era"  of  peace  in 
southern  Africa.  U.S.  mediator,  As- 
sistant Secretary  Crocker,  said  that 
U.S.  and  Soviet  cooperation  during  the 
negotiations  leading  to  the  agreement 
had  been  "a  case  study  of  superpower 
effort  to  support  the  resolution  of  re- 
gional conflicts."  Soviet  Deputy  Foreign 
Minister  Anatoly  Adamishin,  who  had 
attended  a  number  of  the  talks,  praised 
the  "brilliant  role"  played  by  Crocker  in 
mediating  the  agreement  and  recog- 
nized "the  reasonable  position  adopted 
by  South  Africa." 

December  20,  1988.  The  UN  Se- 
curity Council  unanimously  approved 
the  creation  of  a  70-man  unarmed 
peacekeeping  force — the  UN  Angola 
Verification  Mission  (UNAVEM)— to 
monitor  the  withdrawal  of  50,000  Cuban 
troops  from  Angola. 

December  21,  1988.  Saying  that 
there  could  be  "no  military  solution," 
Assistant  Secretary  Crocker  said  that 
the  United  States  would  continue  its 
military  aid  to  UNITA  and  reject  full 
diplomatic  relations  with  the  Angolan 
Government  until  it  made  peace  with 
its  opponents. 

December  22,  1988.  At  a  signing 
ceremony  at  the  United  Nations,  pre- 
sided over  by  Secretary  Shultz,  repre- 
sentatives of  Angola,  Cuba,  and  South 
Africa  signed  an  accord  providing  for 
implementation  of  Resolution  435  on 
Namibian  independence  beginning  on 
April  1,  1989,  and  for  the  withdrawal  of 
all  Cuban  troops  from  Angola  by  July  1, 
1991.  The  three  signatories  also  pledged 
to  "respect  the  principle  of  non-inter- 
ference in  the  internal  affairs  of  the 
states  of  southwestern  Africa"  and 
promised  not  to  allow  their  territories 
to  be  used  by  "any  state,  organization, 
or  person  in  connection  with  any  acts  of 
war,  aggression,  or  violence"  against 
other  countries  in  the  region.  Angola 
and  Cuba  then  signed  a  second  accord 
providing  a  detailed  timetable  for  the 
withdrawal  of  the  50,000  Cuban  troops 
in  Angola.  ■ 


Nuclear  Testing  Talks 
Conclude  Round  Three 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
DEC.  15,  19881 

The  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union  today  concluded  the  third  round 
of  nuclear  testing  talks  in  Geneva.  This 
round,  which  began  on  August  29,  has 
been  a  successful  one,  highlighted  by 
the  completion  of  the  joint  verification 
experiment  (JVE)  and  by  significant 
progress  toward  the  completion  of  ef- 
fective verification  protocols  for  the 
Peaceful  Nuclear  Explosions  Treaty 
(PNET)  and  the  Threshold  Test  Ban 
Treaty  (TTBT). 

These  talks  are  part  of  step-by-step 
negotiations  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Soviet  Union  on  the  subject  of 
nuclear  testing.  The  first  priority  of  the 
talks  is  agreement  on  effective  verifica- 
tion measures  for  two  existing  treaties, 
the  PNET  and  TTBT.  Neither  treaty 
has  been  ratified  because  they  were  not 
verifiable  in  their  original  form.  During 
this  round,  the  delegations  have  sub- 
stantially finished  work  on  the  verifica- 
tion protocol  for  the  PNET.  They  have 
also  made  progress  on  the  verification 
protocol  for  the  TTBT. 

Another  noteworthy  event  during 
this  round  was  the  JVE.  Under  the 
terms  of  a  U.S. -Soviet  agreement  nego- 
tiated in  the  previous  round  of  the  nu- 
clear testing  talks  and  signed  at  the 
Moscow  summit,  underground  nuclear 
explosions  were  conducted  at  the  U.S. 
test  site  in  Nevada  in  August  and  at 
the  Soviet  test  site  at  Semipalatinsk  in 
September,  with  observers  from  both 
sides  present.  The  purpose  of  the  JVE 
was  to  allow  each  side  to  demonstrate 
its  preferred  verification  method  for  the 
TTBT  and  PNET.  The  results  of  the 
test  were  discussed  during  this  round. 
We  believe  the  experiments  demon- 
strated the  effectiveness  and  non- 
intrusive  nature  of  CORRTEX 
[continuous  reflectometry  for  radius  vs. 
time  experiment],  our  preferred 
method  of  on-site  measurement. 

Once  the  verification  provisions  for 
the  PNET  and  TTBT  are  finalized,  the 
treaties  will  be  submitted  to  the  Senate 
for  advice  and  consent  to  ratification. 
Following  ratification,  the  United 
States  will  immediately  propose  that 
we  and  the  Soviet  Union  enter  into 
negotiations  on  ways  to  implement  a 
step-by-step  parallel  program — in  asso- 
ciation with  a  program  to  reduce  and 


ultimately  eliminate  all  nuclear  arms — 
of  limiting  and  ultimately  ending  nu- 
clear testing. 

For  the  past  four  decades,  a  strong 
nuclear  deterrent  has  ensured  the  se- 
curity of  the  United  States  and  our 
allies.  As  long  as  we  must  rely  on 
nuclear  weapons,  we  must  continue  to 
test  to  ensure  their  safety,  security, 
reliability,  effectiveness,  and 
survivability. 

In  this  context,  the  United  States 
seeks  effective  and  verifiable  agree- 
ments with  the  Soviet  Union  on  nu- 
clear testing  limitations  that  would 
strengthen  security  for  all  nations.  The 
substantial  progress  which  has  been 
made  in  this  round  of  the  nuclear  test- 
ing talks  is  a  positive  step  which 
reflects  the  success  of  the  Administra- 
tion's practical  and  measured  approach 
to  nuclear  testing. 


!Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Dec.  19,  1988. 


First  Anniversary 
of  INF  Treaty 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
DEC.  8,  1988' 

One  year  ago  today,  on  December  8, 
1987,  in  the  East  Room  of  the  White 
House,  President  Reagan  and  General 
Secretary  Mikhail  Gorbachev  signed  a 
historic  document,  the  Treaty  Between 
the  United  States  of  America  and  the 
Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics  on 
the  Elimination  of  Their  Intermediate- 
Range  and  Shorter-Range  Missiles, 
commonly  referred  to  as  the  INF 
Treaty.  Under  this  agreement,  for  the 
first  time  in  history,  an  entire  class  of 
U.S.  and  Soviet  nuclear  missiles  will  be 
eliminated,  based  on  the  zero-option 
proposal  first  put  forward  by  President 
Reagan  in  1981.  This  achievement  is  a 
direct  consequence  of  the  President's 
steadfast  commitment  to  real  arms  re- 
ductions that  strengthen  U.S.  and  al- 
lied security  rather  than  merely 
limiting  increases  as  in  previous  trea- 
ties. It  is  also  the  result  of  allied  soli- 
darity in  responding  to  the  threat 
posed  by  Soviet  deployment  of  SS-20 
missiles. 
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The  INF  Treaty  provides  for  the 
elimination  of  all  U.S.  and  Soviet  mis- 
siles with  ranges  of  500-5,500  kilo- 
meters (about  300-3,400  miles),  along 
with  their  launchers,  support  equip- 
ment, and  support  structures,  by 
June  1,  1991,  3  years  after  the  treaty 
entered  into  force.  The  treaty  also  bans 
all  production  and  flight  testing  of 
these  missiles  immediately  upon  entry 
into  force.  Once  the  missiles  are  elimi- 
nated, the  treaty  prohibits  either  party 
from  possessing  any  INF  missiles, 
launchers,  support  equipment,  or  sup- 
port structures. 

From  the  beginning  of  the  INF  ne- 
gotiations, President  Reagan  empha- 
sized that  it  would  be  better  to  have  no 
treaty  rather  than  one  that  could  not  be 
effectively  verified.  The  INF  Treaty 
contains  the  most  stringent  verification 
provisions  in  the  history  of  arms  con- 
trol, including  extensive  data  ex- 
changes, on-site  inspections,  resident 
inspectors  at  a  key  missile  facility  in 
each  country,  and  prohibitions  on  inter- 
ference with  national  technical  means  of 
verification. 

The  elimination  of  U.S.  and  Soviet 
INF  missile  systems  is  well  under- 
way— the  Soviets  have  eliminated  about 
433  missiles,  while  the  United  States 
has  eliminated  about  108,  in  the  pres- 
ence of  inspectors  from  the  other  side, 
since  eliminations  began  in  August  of 
this  year.  In  addition  to  monitoring  the 
destruction  of  missiles,  U.S.  and  Soviet 
inspectors  have  also  conducted  inspec- 
tions at  130  Soviet  facilities  and  31  U.S. 
INF  facilities,  and  each  side  has  estab- 
lished a  continuous  monitoring  presence 
at  a  key  missile  facility  in  the  other's 
country. 

The  signing  of  the  INF  Treaty  last 
December  was  a  remarkable  success  for 
U.S.  foreign  policy  and  for  the  NATO 
alliance  as  a  whole,  a  success  made  pos- 
sible by  allied  unity  and  perseverance. 
NATO  demonstrated  that  it  has  the  po- 
litical will  to  make  and  stand  by  the 
tough  decisions  necessary  to  ensure  its 
security.  Our  common  objectives  were 
achieved:  the  elimination  of  both  longer 
range  and  shorter  range  Soviet  INF 
missiles — limitations  that  are  global  in 
order  to  prevent  transfer  of  the  INF 
threat  from  one  region  to  another,  and 
agreement  that  INF  limits  apply  only 
to  the  forces  of  the  United  States  and 
the  U.S.S.R.  The  treaty  also  affirmed 
the  principle  of  asymmetrical  reduc- 
tions to  achieve  equal  U.S.  and  Soviet 
levels,  an  important  precedent  for  fu- 
ture arms  negotiations. 


Since  the  signing  of  the  INF 
Treaty,  the  United  States  has  continued 
its  efforts  to  achieve  a  safer  world,  in- 
cluding through  negotiations  for  deep, 
equitable,  and  verifiable  reductions  in 
strategic  arsenals;  a  stable  balance  in 
conventional  forces  in  Europe;  an  effec- 


tively verifiable  global  ban  on  chemical 
weapons;  and  effective  and  verifiable 
agreements  on  nuclear  testing  limita- 
tions. The  signing  of  the  INF  Treaty  1 
year  ago  today  was  a  good  first  step. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Dec.  12,  1988. 


U.S.,  China  Celebrate 

Decade  of  Diplomatic  Relations 


SECRETARY'S  TOAST, 
DEC.  15,  19881 

On  this  chilly  December  night,  it  is 
warming  to  see  gathered  here  so  many 
of  the  eminent  people  whose  labors 
helped  to  open  the  way  to  full  relations 
between  the  United  States  and  China  a 
decade  ago.  This  evening  is  a  tribute  to 
far-sighted  policies  pursued  over  two 
decades  by  leaders  of  the  United  States 
and  the  People's  Republic  of  China.  Our 
leaders  understood  that  two  great  na- 
tions bordering  on  the  Pacific  could  not 
remain  in  confrontation  without  grave 
consequences  for  the  interests  of  their 
countries  and  peoples  and  for  global 
security. 

The  groundbreaking  Shanghai  com- 
munique of  1972  anticipated  a  time  of 
"important  changes  and  great  up- 
heavals" in  global  affairs.  We  have  now 
witnessed  more  than  16  years  of  pro- 
found changes  in  the  international  envi- 
ronment. The  process  of  normalizing 
Sino-American  relations  helped  to 
launch  a  worldwide  trend  of  greater  re- 
liance on  political  means  to  resolve  seri- 
ous international  differences.  And 
today,  from  Afghanistan  to  Angola,  we 
see  a  quickening  of  efforts  to  move 
away  from  force  of  arms  toward  the  ne- 
gotiated settlement  of  disputes.  Around 
the  world,  in  country  after  country,  we 
see  nations  decentralizing  their  econo- 
mies, opening  up  to  international  com- 
merce, and  increasing  the  role  of 
market  forces.  The  reforms  in  China 
embarked  upon  10  years  ago  under 
Deng  Xiaoping's  farsighted  leadership 
have  fostered  a  decade  of  impressive 
domestic  growth  and  a  remarkable  ex- 
pansion of  U.S. -China  trade.  Thus,  in 
the  economic  sphere  as  well,  China  has 
been  a  pace-setter. 


Ten  years  ago,  in  the  Joint  Commu- 
nique on  the  Establishment  of  Diplo- 
matic Relations  [Between  the  United 
States  of  America  and  the  People's  Re- 
public of  China],  our  leaders  asserted 
that  "normalization  of  [Sino-American] 
relations  is  not  only  in  the  interest  of 
the  Chinese  and  American  peoples  but 
also  contributes  to  the  cause  of  peace  in 
Asia  and  the  world."  Tonight  we  can 
truly  say  that  these  words  were  more 
than  diplomatic  politesse,  more  than 
hopes  beyond  realization.  Their  promise 
has  been  confirmed  by  practical 
achievements. 

The  Reagan  Administration — build- 
ing on  the  efforts  of  the  three  Admin- 
istrations preceding  it — has  attached 
high  priority  to  strengthening  friendly 
and  productive  relations  with  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China.  Under  Presi- 
dent Reagan,  we  have  vastly  expanded 
the  scope  of  cooperation  between  our 
nations  and  peoples. 

Ten  years  ago,  cultural  and  eco- 
nomic exchanges  were  a  fraction  of 
what  they  are  today.  Trade  has  ex- 
panded tenfold.  U.S. -China  joint  ven- 
tures have  proliferated.  Where  once 
there  were  no  Chinese  scholars  and  re- 
searchers studying  in  the  United 
States,  now  there  are  over  30,000.  We 
have  broadened  defense  collaboration  to 
the  benefit  of  our  mutual  security.  We 
are  now  developing  exciting  prospects 
for  cooperation  in  space — as  by  working 
together  to  launch  U.S. -made  satellites 
on  Chinese  rockets.  And  we  are  open- 
ing wider  the  door  to  people-to-people 
communication  with  the  planned  dis- 
patch to  China  of  Peace  Corps  volun- 
teers. Thus  the  fabric  of  Sino-American 
relations  in  the  1980s  has  become  ever 
more  richly  and  closely  woven. 
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During  my  tenure  as  Secretary  of 
State,  I  traveled  to  China  four  times. 
On  each  visit,  I  deepened  my  apprecia- 
tion of  the  potential  contribution  our 
bilateral  ties  can  make  to  enhancing 
global  peace  and  stability,  even  when 
we  find  it  necessary  to  address  frankly 
remaining  areas  of  difference.  Our  con- 
tinuing dialogue,  and  the  improved  mu- 
tual understanding  that  has  resulted 
from  these  regular  exchanges,  has 
helped  us  make  progress  toward  restor- 
ing peace  in  troubled  areas  such  as 
Afghanistan  and  Cambodia. 

I  am  heartened  as  I  contemplate 
the  future  of  Sino-American  ties.  Our 
relationship  has  a  solid  foundation  in 
the  three  joint  communiques.  Ambas- 
sador Han,  I  know  you  were  present 
when  the  Shanghai  communique  was  is- 
sued in  1972.  In  that  historic  document, 
the  U.S.  side  acknowledged  that  all 
Chinese  on  either  side  of  the  Taiwan 
Strait  maintain  there  is  but  one  China 
and  that  Taiwan  is  part  of  China.  Our 
policy  will  remain  firmly  based  on  the 
principle  that  there  is  but  one  China, 
just  as  we  will  continue  to  reaffirm  our 
interest  in  a  peaceful  settlement  of  the 
Taiwan  question  by  the  Chinese 
themselves. 

We  attach  particular  significance  to 
the  joint  communique  of  August  17, 
1982 — concluded  during  this  Admin- 
istration— in  which  both  sides  re- 
affirmed the  fundamental  principles 
that  have  guided  our  relations.  As 
President  Reagan  stated  when  the  com- 
munique was  issued,  we  value  this  doc- 
ument as  it  will  promote  the  further 
development  of  friendly  relations  be- 
tween the  governments  and  peoples  of 
the  United  States  and  China  and  con- 
tribute to  the  further  reduction  of  ten- 
sion in  the  Asia-Pacific  region.  The 
United  States  takes  seriously  its  com- 
mitments in  this  communique,  which 
has  played  a  positive  role  in  strengthen- 
ing stability  in  East  Asia. 

Over  the  21  months  since  I  spoke  in 
Shanghai  to  mark  the  15th  anniversary 
of  the  Shanghai  communique,  we  have 
seen  a  blossoming  of  private  contacts, 
travel,  and  indirect  economic  relations 
across  the  Taiwan  Strait.  Let  there  be 
no  mistake  about  the  U.S.  attitude  to- 
ward these  developments.  We  welcome 
them  as  consistent  with  our  interest  in 
relaxing  tensions  and  improving  mutual 
understanding.  As  I  made  clear  in 
Shanghai,  our  steadfast  policy  seeks  to 
foster  an  environment  in  which  this 
peaceful  process  can  continue  to  evolve, 
free  of  outside  interference. 


The  Chinese  and  American  peoples 
are  both  hard  working  and  practical. 
Our  two  governments  have  done  much 
to  reflect  these  traits  in  the  way  we 
have  worked  to  resolve  differences  and 
expand  cooperation.  This  is  a  valuable 
legacy  that  will  guide  the  future  lead- 
ers of  our  two  countries  as  they  seek  to 
meet  the  challenges  of  the  future.  I 
have  no  doubt  that  President-elect 
Bush,  who  knows  China  well  from  his 
service  in  the  1970s  as  Chief  of  the 
U.S.  Liaison  Office  in  Beijing,  will  find 
new  ways  to  advance  our  relationship. 

In  the  years  ahead,  we  see  many 
opportunities  for  the  United  States  and 
China  to  work  together  for  peace,  to 
ensure  that  regional  conflicts  do  not 
dangerously  escalate,  and  to  foster  the 
expansion  of  the  global  trading  system. 

•  Unresolved  disputes  on  the 
Korean  Peninsula,  in  Indochina,  and  in 
the  Middle  East  require  our  consulta- 
tion and  cooperation  to  promote  the  po- 
litical resolution  of  dangerous  threats  to 
stability. 

•  China  and  the  United  States, 
joining  together  with  all  nations,  must 
address  the  challenge  posed  by  the  pro- 
liferation of  advanced  weaponry — espe- 
cially chemical  and  biological  agents 
and  high-tech  delivery  systems. 

•  On  the  trade  front,  China  and  the 
United  States  must  strive  to  keep  the 
international  trading  system  as  open  as 
possible,  in  order  to  ensure  our  growth 
and  competitiveness  in  the  years  ahead. 


One  of  the  satisfactions  I  will  take 
with  me  from  my  6  years  as  Secretary 
of  State  will  be  the  knowledge  that, 
through  our  mutual  efforts,  relations 
between  the  United  States  and  China 
have  strengthened  and  matured.  My  in- 
terest in  further  consolidating  the 
friendly  ties  between  our  two  great 
peoples,  and  in  following  the  accom- 
plishments of  old  friends  such  as  Am- 
bassador Han  who  have  helped  to 
advance  this  historic  process  of  nor- 
malization, will  remain  strong. 

In  closing,  let  me  convey  to  you, 
Mr.  Ambassador,  and  to  China's  lead- 
ers, the  warm  personal  greetings  of 
President  Reagan  and  the  good  wishes 
of  the  American  people.  In  that  spirit, 
I  now  ask  all  present  here  to  join  me  in 
a  toast:  To  the  health  of  Chairman 
Deng  Xiaoping,  President  Yang  Shang- 
kun,  General  Secretary  Zhao  Ziyang, 
and  Premier  Li  Peng;  to  the  health  of 
old  friends  Vice  Premier  Wu  Xueqian 
and  Foreign  Minister  Qian  Qichen;  to 
the  bright  future  ahead  for  friendship 
and  cooperation  between  our  two  coun- 
tries; and  to  all  those  friends  gathered 
here  today  who  have  worked  so  hard  to 
make  our  relationship  normal,  construc- 
tive, and  enduring.  Ganbeil 


'Toast  at  a  dinner  Secretary  Shultz 
hosted  for  China's  Ambassador  to  the 
United  States  Han  Xu  (press  release  258  of 
Dec.  20,  1988).  ■ 


U.S.,  China  Initial  Agreement 
on  Communications  Satellites 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
DEC.  19,  19881 

The  United  States  and  the  People's  Re- 
public of  China  (P.R.C.)  initialed  an 
agreement  Saturday,  December  17,  on 
international  trade  in  commercial 
launch  services.  The  agreement  was  ne- 
gotiated by  the  Office  of  the  U.S.  Trade 
Representative.  This  is  the  last  of  three 
agreements  required  by  an  Administra- 
tion decision  taken  September  9  on  the 
issuance  of  export  licenses  for  the  Chi- 
nese launch  of  three  U.S. -made  commu- 
nications satellites  under  China's 
contracts  with  AUSSAT  and  AsiaSat. 

Also  on  Saturday,  the  United 
States  and  China  signed  two  earlier 
agreements — on  technology  safeguards 
and  on  Chinese  indemnification  for  po- 


tential U.S.  Government  liability — 
which  had  been  initialed  October  21  in 
Beijing. 

Under  the  latest  agreement,  the 
P.R.C.  undertook  to  adhere  to  market 
economy  practices  regarding  govern- 
ment support,  pricing,  insurance,  and 
the  avoidance  of  government  induce- 
ments. The  P.R.C.  also  agreed  to 
launch  no  more  than  nine  communica- 
tions satellites  for  international  custom- 
ers during  the  next  6  years  and  to 
distribute  launch  commitments  propor- 
tionately during  the  agreement. 

The  United  States  and  China  both 
agreed  to  consult  annually  and  exchange 
information  regarding  obligations  in  the 
agreement  and  developments  in  the  in- 
ternational market  for  commercial 
launch  services. 
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The  trade  agreement  will  enter 
into  force  as  soon  as  the  United  States 
issues  a  satellite  export  license  for 
China.  It  expires  on  December  31,  1994, 
unless  extended  or  superseded  by  a 
multilateral  agreement. 

We  are  not  yet  in  a  position  to  is- 
sue the  export  licenses  for  the  three 
U.S. -made  communications  satellites 
covered  by  the  AsiaSat  and  AUSSAT 
contracts,  although  reaching  agreement 
in  the  last  of  the  three  areas  was 
clearly  a  major  step.  We  must  still 
review  and  formally  approve  the 
trade  agreement.  We  also  must  await 
COCOM  [Coordinating  Committee  for 
Multilateral  Export  Controls]  approval 
of  the  satellite  exports. 

We  obviously  are  very  pleased  with 
having  reached  agreement  with  China 
in  the  last  area  required  for  issuing 
these  licenses.  This  agreement,  along 
with  the  other  two  already  signed,  en- 
sures that  U.S.  national  security  inter- 
ests will  be  fully  safeguarded.  At  the 
same  time,  the  agreement  allows  the 
Chinese  to  enter  the  international  com- 
mercial launch  market  in  accordance 
with  market  principles  and  in  a  way 
that  will  not  materially  impair  the 
smooth  and  effective  functioning  of  that 
market. 

Because  of  the  need  to  protect  our 
national  security  interests,  U.S.  policy 
with  respect  to  Chinese  launches  of  sat- 
ellites embodying  U.S.  or  Western 
technology  remains  one  of  case-by-case 
review. 


Secretary  Meets  With  EC  Ministers 


'Made  available  to  news  correspond- 
ents by  Department  deputy  spokesman 
Phyllis  Oakley.  ■ 


Secretary  Shultz  attended  the  min- 
isterial meeting  of  the  European  Com- 
munities (EC)  Commission  in  Brussels 
on  December  9,  1988.  Following  is  the 
joint  news  conference  he  had  with  EC 
Commission  President  Jacques  Delors 
at  the  conclusion  of  that  meeting.1 

President  Delors.  I  open  this  press 
conference  following  on  the  ministerial 
meeting  between  the  United  States  and 
the  European  Economic  Community.  I 
would  like  to  welcome  you  all.  In  par- 
ticular I'd  like  to  welcome  Secretary  of 
State,  Mr.  Shultz,  and  his  team,  and  I 
give  you  the  floor  immediately,  Mr.  Sec- 
retary of  State. 

Secretary  Shultz.  It's  been  a  priv- 
ilege once  again  for  me  to  meet  with 
my  friend  Jacques  Delors.  I  think  this 
is  the  seventh  time  that  I've  come  here 
to  the  commission,  and  I'd  like  to  make 
a  couple  of  remarks  about  the  event 
and  the  particulars. 

First  of  all,  I  think  there  is  a  cer- 
tain symbolism,  that  has  real  meaning, 
to  the  fact,  at  this  time  of  the  year, 
there  is  a  meeting  in  NATO  and  then 
there  is  a  meeting  with  the  European 
[Communities]  Commission.  It  is  as 
though  there  are  two  sides  to  the  same 
coin.  We  think  about  our  relationship  in 
terms  of  the  security  of  our  freedom, 
and  we  know  it  depends  on  our  defense 
capabilities  on  the  one  hand  and  has 
strong  relationships  to  our  prosperity 
and  general  well-being  on  the  other. 
This  meeting  symbolizes  that  fact. 

Second,  I  just  again  call  attention 
to  the  importance  of  this  relationship.  I 
do  so  recognizing  there  are  lots  of  is- 
sues and  we  fight  about  them  and  ar- 
gue about  them  and  bargain  about 
them  and  so  on  all  year  long.  But  in  the 
broad  perspective  of  it,  I  want  to  just 
once  again  call  your  attention  to  the 
trade  figures,  the  investment  figures. 

Back  in  1985  the  trade  was  huge — 
it  was  $121  billion,  two-way  trade — but 
in  1986  it  was  even  larger — $130  bil- 
lion—and in  1987,  larger  still— $145  bil- 
lion. Our  estimate  is  in  1988  it  will  be 
$166  billion,  two-way  trade.  That  is  a 
huge  relationship. 

When  it  comes  to  investment,  in 
the  next  to  most  recent  year  we  have, 
it  was  $225  billion,  and  in  the  most 
recent  year,  even  larger,  $280  billion — a 
little  bit  more  EC  investment  in  the 
United  States  than  the  other  way 
around  but  very  substantial  and  reason- 
ably equal  in  both  cases. 
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This  is  a  tremendous  relationship  of 
great  importance  to  both  the  United 
States  and  Europe.  I  think  it's  interest- 
ing to  place  these  two  meetings  back- 
to-back  from  what  they  suggest  about 
the  interplay  of  security  and  prosperity. 

Finally,  I'd  like  to  say  a  word  of 
esteem  for  Mr.  Jacques  Delors,  whom  I 
think  I  first  had  contact  with  when  you 
were  Finance  Minister.  Both  of  us  are 
graduates  of  that  occupation.  It's  a  good 
training  ground,  and  you  can't  help  but 
return  to  it  all  the  time.  I  think  he  has 
given  brilliant  leadership  here  at  the 
commission,  and  it  has  been  a  great 
pleasure  for  me  to  associate  with  you 
and  to  have  these  chances  to  meet  and 
talk  with  you  and  your  colleagues. 

President  Delors.  I'm  sure  you  will 
remember  that  in  December  1987,  after 
the  European  Council  in  Copenhagen, 
the  heads  of  state  and  government, 
since  they  were  unable  to  reach  an 
agreement,  declared  to  you — the  jour- 
nalists, that  is — that  the  European 
Council  had  not  ended  and  that  it  would 
continue  in  Brussels  in  February  1988. 
And  there  the  12  did  reach  an 
agreement. 

I  see  a  certain  analogy  with  what 
has  happened  in  Montreal,  where  the 
nations  participating  in  the  mid-term 
review  have  said  that  the  mid-term  re- 
view has  not  ended.  It  will  continue 
until  the  end  of  April  with  the  mission 
of  Mr.  Duncan.  Therefore,  since  the 
mid-term  review  is  continuing,  I  have 
no  intention  of  answering  any  questions 
at  all  on  that  subject,  and  I  fix  a  ren- 
dezvous with  you  in  May  to  talk  about 
this. 

As  for  the  rest,  I'd  like  to  say  that 
we  have  followed  our  well-established 
rules  and  held  an  exchange  of  views  on 
the  world  economic  and  financial  situa- 
tion, on  progress  achieved,  and  the  rea- 
sons for  optimism.  And,  as  far  as  that 
is  concerned,  we  have  quite  a  different 
situation  from  last  year.  We  also  talked 
about  the  problems  of  indebtedness, 
the  different  situations  in  the  United 
States  and  in  the  European  Commu- 
nity. Now  this  is  not  purely  academic. 
It  is,  in  fact,  something  that  helps  bet- 
ter understanding  between  us  and  is 
also  something  that  is  essential  to  our 
work,  which  is  why  I  hope  that  these 
annual  meetings  will  continue. 

As  I  said  at  our  working  session, 
I'd  like  to  say  the  style  and  success  of 
this  meeting  owe  a  lot  to  George 
Shultz.  We're  sorry  to  see  him  leaving 
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his  post,  although  of  course  we  have  to 
say,  "The  king  is  dead,  long  live  the 
king,"  as  one  usually  says.  But,  none- 
theless, we  do  wish  him  the  greatest 
success  in  his  future  activities,  and  I'm 
sure  for  my  part  he  will  continue  to 
play  an  important  role  in  the  great  de- 
bates of  the  American  democracy  on 
political  matters  and  international 
affairs. 

Q.  You  just  pointed  out  about  the 
flourishing  state  of  the  two-way  trade 
between  the  EEC  and  the  United 
States — an  estimated  amount  in  1988 
of  $166  billion  dollars.  Now  there 
seems  to  be  a  little  difficulty  between 
the  two  parts  with  regard  to  what  is 
being  called  the  "war  of  the  hor- 
mones," which  is — as  you  are  well 
aware — a  conflict,  a  trade  conflict, 
regarding  about  $150  million,  which  is 
one-thousandth  of  the  total  amount. 

Do  you  think  that,  in  view  of  the 
relative  size  of  the  matter,  a  compro- 
mise solution  really  cannot  be 
reached?  And  secondly,  is  it  at  all 
possible  that  the  United  States  cannot 
accept  the  European  view  that  this  is 
a  matter  not  of  trade  but  of  health, 
the  same  as  the  Europeans  accepted 
when  the  United  States  introduced 
limits  on  car  pollution? 

Secretary  Shultz.  I  think  you're 
right.  The  volume  is  not  that  large  pro- 
portionately, but  it's  large  to  the  people 
involved,  and  obviously  we  want  to 
work  out  an  acceptable  solution  if  we 
can.  It  hasn't  been  possible  to  do  it.  If 
you  set  up  a  standard  that  is  strictly 
health,  then  I  think  that  what  the 
United  States  wants  to  send  is  very 
acceptable.  There  is  no  health  problem 
involved,  as  we  see  it,  so  that  standard 
looks  very  good  to  us.  But,  of  course,  I 
have  to  acknowledge  that  others  have  a 
different  view  of  the  matter. 

Q.  Don't  you  think  that  in  view 
of  the  size  of  the  disagreement,  a  so- 
lution cannot  be  found? 

Secretary  Shultz.  Disagreements 
have  to  be  struggled  at  in  their  own 
terms.  Of  course,  people  put  them  in 
their  perspective,  but  there  is  a  differ- 
ence, and  we  think  that  we  are  right.  If 
you  watch  over  a  period  of  time,  I'll  bet 
you'll  find  a  lot  of  what  seems  to  be 
objectionable  being  used  in  Europe.  We 
don't  think  there  is  a  health  problem  in 
the  way  they're  used  in  the  United 
States. 


Q.  I  think  that  in  the  bilateral 
meeting  you  talked  a  lot  about  the 
development  of  East-West  rela- 
tionships. Could  you  say  something 
about  that? 

Secretary  Shultz.  The  fact  that  we 
have  an  interest  in  exchanging  views  on 
East- West  relations  is  once  again  a  way 
of  underscoring  the  relationship  be- 
tween security  and  economic  matters.  I 
gave  a  little  report  on  our  view  of  these 
relationships  and  particularly  the  re- 
cent events. 

Today,  as  in  the  past,  we've  had 
some  discussion,  and  the  President 
gave  his  view  and,  to  a  certain  extent, 
the  management  of  economic  rela- 
tionships— not  only  with  the  Soviet 
Union  but  with  the  countries  of  East- 
ern Europe — is  something  where  you 
see  this  interplay  very  clearly.  We  de- 
liberately tried  to  exchange  views  and 
appraisals  and  what  each  is  going  to  do. 
I  think  it's  a  very  worthwhile  exercise. 
It's  the  way  you  coordinate  your  policy. 

Q.  This  is  a  question  on  a  subject 
where  the  United  States  and  EC  have 
not  always  been  on  the  sides  of  the 
same  coin:  the  Middle  East.  You  said 
this  morning  you  were  surprised  by 
the  Israeli  raid  on  the  pro-Syrian  Pal- 
estinians in  Beirut.  Don't  you  feel 
that  refusing  Arafat  as  a  person  to 
whom  to  talk,  you,  in  a  way,  encour- 
age the  Israelis  to  find  another  per- 
son to  talk  with  arms,  a  small  group 
of  extremists? 

Secretary  Shultz.  No,  I  don't.  I 
don't  think  there  is  any  relationship  at 
all  between  those  two  matters.  Of 
course,  we  are  working  hard  always  to 
find  ways  to  talk  to  Palestinians.  As  far 
as  the  efforts  toward  Middle  East  peace 
are  concerned,  they  must  include  Pal- 
estinians all  the  way  through.  I  have 
talked  to  many  Palestinians  and  sought 
such  meetings.  We  do  have  a  very  sim- 
ple set  of  requirements,  views  about 
what  we  think  the  PLO  [Palestine  Lib- 
eration Organization]  should  step  up  to, 
after  which  we  are  prepared  for  a  sub- 
stantive dialogue  with  the  PLO  as  such, 
as  the  representative  of  the  Palestin- 
ians. What  we  have  in  mind  is  very  well 
known  to  the  PLO,  and  I  hope  they  will 
see  their  way  clear  to  doing  that.  But, 
so  far  as  I  know,  they  haven't. 

Q.  Notwithstanding  Mr.  Delors' 
reticence  on  this  point  and  knowing 
you  have  never  refused  to  answer  any 
question  in  6V2  years,  can  I  ask  you  to 
tell  us  whether  the  Montreal  break- 


down in  your  view  is  a  mere  technical 
hitch — a  hiccup — in  the  process  that 
will,  in  a  few  months,  result  in  agree- 
ment, or  whether  it  has  got  a  more 
serious  content?  Secondly,  if  I  might 
ask  to  Mr.  Delors:  Did  you  speak  to 
Mr.  Shultz  about  the  kind  of  concerns 
over  U.S.  conduct  of  its  dollar  policy 
which  you  expressed  so  eloquently  to 
the  European  Parliament  last  year? 

Secretary  Shultz.  I  think  Presi- 
dent Delors  described  the  situation 
very  well  in  pointing  out  this  effort  in 
Montreal  has  made  progress  in  some 
respects.  I  think  in  something  like  11  of 
the  15  issues  that  were  under  review, 
there  has  been  a  satisfactory  outcome. 
There  will  be  continued  effort  on  the 
others;  the  problem  of  agriculture  is  a 
deep  and  important  and  difficult 
problem. 

I  might  say,  in  the  history  of  these 
trade  negotiations — and  I  participated 
in  them,  I  led  the  U.S.  delegation  to 
Tokyo  at  the  start  of  the  Tokyo  Round 
and  have  worked  on  these  quite  a  lot — 
this  idea  of  a  mid-term  review,  I  think, 
is  something  unique.  It  is  an  effort  to 
push  things  along.  I  think  it  has  proba- 
bly succeeded  in  doing  that.  Yet  there 
are  some  great  problems.  There  is  no 
doubt  about  that,  and  they  will  need  a 
lot  of  work. 

President  Delors.  My  eloquence 
has  not  diminished  after  a  year.  A  year 
ago,  just  after  the  stock  market  crash, 
I  had  feared  that  the  dollar  would  con- 
tinue to  decline,  and  it  did  not.  I  had 
occasion  to  speak  to  the  heads  of  states 
and  governments  in  Rhodes  and  to  an- 
swer an  ironic  question  put  by  one  or 
two  heads  of  government,  to  the  effect 
that  the  economists  had  made  a  mis- 
take after  the  stock  crash.  I  explained 
quite  serenely  to  them,  as  I  did  again 
today,  that  if  the  stock  market  crash 
had  not  had  negative  effects  on  the  de- 
velopments in  the  world  economy,  that 
was  essentially  due  to  two  reasons: 
first,  that  the  stability  of  the  dollar  had 
been  achieved  thanks  to  fairly  positive 
cooperation  among  the  major  industri- 
alized nations,  and  I  even  mentioned 
the  active  role  played  by  the  Federal 
Reserve  Board. 

The  second  reason  was  that  after 
the  stock  market  crash,  there  had  been 
no  repetition  of  the  errors  committed  in 
1929.  You  remember  that  then,  restric- 
tions had  been  placed  on  monetary  pos- 
sibilities and  on  liquidity,  and  the 
financial  markets  had  been  prevented 
from  carrying  out  their  adjustment 
without  trauma.  This  time  the  gover- 
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nors  of  the  central  banks  were  wise 
enough  to  supply  the  market  with 
enough  liquidity  so  that  this  adaptation 
should  take  place.  So  you  see,  there 
has  been  full  consistency  between  what 
I  feared  a  year  ago  and  what,  very  for- 
tunately, has  not  happened  by  today. 

This  allowed  me  at  the  same  time 
before  the  heads  of  states  and  govern- 
ments to  defend  the  social  group  of 
economists  as  such,  as  a  body. 

Q.  With  two  questions  just  to  ex- 
plore your  thesis  about  the  intertwin- 
ing between  security  and  economics, 
and  they  are,  basically:  What  is  your 
view  of  the  European  Community's 
defense  ambitions,  both  in  the  pro- 
curement and  policy  side?  Do  you,  for 
instance,  find  it  helpful  or  divisive  if 
the  Community  were  to  stick  to  an 
earlier  indication  that  it  would  extend 
its  single  market  into  defense  pro- 
curement? Do  you  find  it  generally 
helpful  or  divisive  in  the  alliance 
when  European  governments  begin  to 
talk  not  only  generally  about  East- 
West  issues  but  also  about  arms  con- 
trol issues? 

Secretary  Shultz.  The  question  of 
exchange  of  defense  goods  and  services 
among  members  of  the  alliance  is  of 
critical  importance.  It's  critical  that  it 
be  unimpeded  so  that,  in  the  interest  of 
defending  our  freedom,  we  make  the 
best  possible  use  of  our  resources. 
Therefore,  without  in  any  way  ques- 
tioning or  having  anything  to  say  about 
the  competence  of  the  European  Com- 
mission, it  is  my  view  that  there 
shouldn't  be,  for  instance,  duties  placed 
on  these  matters  that  are  going  to  our 
common  defense.  I  find  that  when  I  put 
that  point,  that  there  is  not  any  dis- 
agreement with  it. 

Now  as  far  as  discussions  of  arms 
control  issues — or  any  other  defense  is- 
sues— by  various  people  in  Europe,  of 
course  they  talk  about  them  and  we 
talk  about  them.  Then  we  talk  about 
them  together.  We  don't  have  any  prob- 
lems with  it.  We  don't  want  to  see 
within  the  the  alliance — which  is  an  al- 
liance of  16  countries — a  caucus  of  some 
sort  that  makes  it  difficult  to  break  into 
the  discussion.  But  that  does  not  seem 
to  be  taking  place.  We  are,  for  exam- 
ple, most  recently  working  our  way 
through  developing  a  common  position 
on  what  we  will  propose  on  conven- 
tional armaments  when  that  new  nego- 
tiation starts.  I  think  it's  a  very 
creative  and  strong  position,  and  it's 
done  with  quite  a  lot  of  enthusiasm  on 
all  parts. 


President  Delors.  I  wanted  to  say 
to  you  that  the  extension  of  the  rules  of 
the  single  market  to  cover  defense 
goods  and  services  must  in  no  way  un- 
dermine the  two  priority  objectives 
that  we  have  and  which  are:  first,  to 
ensure  as  best  as  possible  the  defense 
of  the  West  in  the  context  of  the  Atlan- 
tic alliance;  and,  secondly,  to  make  it 
possible  to  bring  about  the  best  possi- 
ble financial  allocation  of  resources. 

Q.  European  agricultural  policy 
is  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of 
GATT  [General  Agreement  on  Tariffs 
and  Trade].  My  question:  Will  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  go 
so  far  as  to  contest  this  principle? 

Secretary  Shultz.  We  are  in  a 
broad  examination  in  the  Uruguay 
Round  of  agricultural  policies  and,  I 
might  say,  this  is  responsive  to  the 
statements  made  by  the  heads  of  state 
and  the  European  Commission  in  Tokyo 
where  we  met  and  discussed  this. 
Again  last  year,  at  the  Ottawa  summit, 
we  discussed  this  issue.  I  think  there  is 
a  general  recognition  that  the  system  of 
subsidies  to  agriculture  has  got  itself 
structured  wrong  and  is  altogether  too 
costly.  The  estimates  are  that  the  cost 
to  the  society — if  you  add  up  the  Euro- 
pean Commission,  the  United  States, 
and  Japan,  together — is  well  over  $200 
billion  a  year.  We  have  to  do  better 
than  that.  Furthermore,  the  way  these 
systems  work,  it  is  a  disservice  to  de- 
veloping countries. 

All  of  this  is  now,  by  common  con- 
sent, under  very  intense  review.  That's 
what  the  negotiation  is  about.  Exactly 
what  the  outcome  will  be  is  far  from 
determined.  There  are  big  stakes  in- 
volved— economic  stakes  and  political 
stakes — and  that's  the  reason  why  peo- 
ple are  so  intense  about  it.  The  need  to 
do  something  that  is  drastic  in  order  to 
correct  this  situation,  I  think,  is  gener- 
ally agreed  to.  But  then  you  come  down 
to  cases,  and  it  is  not  so  easy.  That's 
why  it's  such  a  problem. 

Q.  This  morning  after  the  NATO 
conference,  you  said  you  were  sur- 
prised by  the  Israeli  moves  into 
Lebanon,  that  you  didn't  have  a  lot  of 
information.  I  wonder  if  you  now 
have  more  information  and  if  you 
could  elaborate  on  your  reaction. 

Secretary  Shultz.  I  didn't  have 
any  real  information.  I  don't  have  much 
more  now,  because  I  have  been  engaged 
in  meetings  pretty  much  continuously. 
So  I  don't  have  anything  more  to  say  on 
that  subject  than  I  did  this  morning. 


Q.  I  would  like  to  come  back  on 
the  GATT.  You  made  an  analogy  with 
the  council  of  Copenhagen,  but  the 
day  after  the  Copenhagen  council,  of- 
ficials in  the  Community — yourself 
included — made  certain  comments  or 
prognoses  as  to  the  possibility  of  an 
agreement  being  reached  in  February 
in  Brussels.  Could  you  at  least  tell  us 
then  whether  in  the  next  few  weeks  or 
months,  what  are  your  feelings?  Are 
you  optimistic  or  pessimistic  with  re- 
gard to  something  that  has,  in  fact, 
concluded  with  a  serious  failure? 

President  Delors.  A  serious 
failure — well,  I  leave  it  up  to  you  to 
assess  that.  There  were  15  subjects  un- 
der discussion  at  the  mid-term  review, 
and  it  was  possible  to  reach  an  agree- 
ment on  11  of  them.  And  those  agree- 
ments will  be  put  on  ice — in  other 
words,  they  will  only  be  implemented 
when  we  have  an  agreement  on  the  four 
other  subjects,  including  agriculture, 
textiles,  intellectual  property,  and  so 
on.  We  can't  call  that  a  failure. 

As  far  as  agriculture  is  concerned, 
we  all  agree  with  the  diagnosis.  We 
have  to  stop  engaging  in  a  subsidy  war. 
This  is  simply  not  a  good  thing  for  the 
world  economy  in  general,  nor  is  it 
good  for  the  poorest  countries  which 
have  to  export  small  amounts  of 
foodstuffs.  It  is  not  a  good  thing  then, 
so  we  have  to  stop  the  subsidy  war. 

What  are  the  difficulties?  Apart 
from  the  legitimate  interests  of  the  par- 
ties concerned,  the  difficulties,  it  seems 
to  me,  arise  out  of  the  fact  that  we 
don't  have  a  single  form  of  subsidy  but 
various  types  of  aid  to  agriculture.  It  is 
very  difficult  to  compare  them,  to 
measure  them  with  a  single  parameter. 
And  the  second  difficulty  is,  of  course, 
the  diversity  of  agricultural  structures, 
a  difficulty  that  we  encountered  in  the 
Community  and  one  which  we  have 
overcome.  I  think  that  all  this  requires 
time. 

As  I  said  before,  quite  apart  from 
the  interest  of  the  different  parties  con- 
cerned, it  is  perfectly  normal  that 
everyone  should  defend  his  own  inter- 
ests. But  at  the  moment,  what  is  at 
stake  is  really  the  prosperity  of  the 
world  economy.  From  1985  until  1990, 
we  shall  have  reduced  our  subsidies  by 
20%.  That  is  in  the  Community.  We  feel 
that  this  step-by-step  approach  is,  in 
fact,  the  best  possible.  This  is  not 
everyone's  view,  but  we  do  hope  to  be 
able  to  convince  our  friends  that  is  the 
right  solution. 
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Q.  I  wanted  to  ask  Mr.  Shultz, 
what  is  he  going  to  leave  by  way  of 
inheritance  to  his  successor,  in  par- 
ticular with  regard  to  Argentina  and 
Mexico? 

Secretary  Shultz.  I  take  it  you  are 
referring  to  debt,  but  I  call  your  atten- 
tion to  the  fact  that  throughout  the 
world  and  particularly  in  Latin  Amer- 
ica, it  is  noteworthy  that  government 
through  democratic  means  and  the 
treatment  of  people  according  to  the 
rule  of  law  has  had  a  remarkable 
upsurgence. 

That  is  true  in  Argentina,  where 
the  human  condition  of  life  is  much  bet- 
ter and  much  different,  and  in  an  inter- 
esting way.  While  Mexico  has  had  a 
democratic  form  of  government  for  a 
long  time,  it  now  has  a  different  pat- 
tern of  opposition  that  has  emerged.  I 
went  to  the  inauguration  of  President 
Salinas  only  a  few  days  ago,  and  I  was 
struck  by  the  way  in  which  he  sort  of 
embraced  this  opposition.  It  seems  to 
be  going  forward  in  a  tradition  of  open 
democratic  processes. 

I  don't  know  that  that  was  what 
you  are  particularly  calling  attention  to, 
but  I  think  it  is  worth  calling  attention 
to:  the  fact  we  see  openness,  freedom, 
and  human  rights  and  the  rule  of  law 
on  the  march. 

As  far  as  the  debt  problem  is  con- 
cerned, of  course  it  is  a  very  significant 
problem.  It  has  been  coped  with,  I 
think,  with  a  lot  of  skill  over  the  past 
6  years  or  so  that  it  has  been  particu- 
larly noted.  I  think  that,  probably,  peo- 
ple will  make  a  new  go  at  it.  But  this 
will  be  done  by  a  new  Administration  in 
the  United  States  along  with  others, 
and  I  don't  want  to  put  my  oar  in  and 
stir  their  waters  up.  It  is  for  them  to 
decide. 


American  Leadership  in  International  Trade 
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by  W.  Allen  Wallis 

Address  before  the  annual  meeting 
of  the  President's  Export  Council  on 
November  28,  1988.  Mr.  Wallis  is  Un- 
der Secretary  for  Economic  Affairs  and 
Agriculture. 

In  general  terms,  I  will  outline  the  way 
we  in  the  Administration  see  the  future 
of  international  trade,  with  special  at- 
tention to  the  European  Community's 
(EC)  plans  for  integrating  their  mar- 
kets by  1993.  I  must  warn  you  that  my 
crystal  ball  does  not  contain  crystal  of 
export  quality  clarity. 

Trade  is  as  important  for  America 
now  as  it  has  been  in  our  history.  It 
accounts  for  a  growing  share  of  our  eco- 
nomic activity,  and  it  affects  many  dif- 
ferent sectors  of  our  economy.  Our 
enterprises  have  become  globalized. 
About  40%  of  our  imports  come  from 
foreign  subsidiaries  of  U.S. -owned  com- 
panies, and  88%  of  U.S.  manufacturers 
use  foreign-made  components  in  their 
final  products. 

We  have  no  realistic  choice  but  to 
continue  to  lead  the  effort  to  promote 
free  and  fair  trade,  just  as  we  did  after 
the  Second  World  War.  After  the  war, 
farsighted  leaders,  drawing  partly  on 
lessons  learned  from  earlier  mistakes, 
devised  new  international  economic  in- 
stitutions, including  the  Organization 
for  Economic  Cooperation  and  Develop- 
ment (OECD),  the  World  Bank,  the  In- 
ternational Monetary  Fund  (IMF),  and 
the  General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and 
Trade  (GATT).  Those  institutions  have 
worked  well.  Since  1950,  we  have  seen  a 
fivefold  increase  in  world  output  and  a 
ninefold  increase  in  world  exports.  To- 
day, income  and  wealth  are  spread  more 
widely  among  nations  than  ever  before. 
This  is  truly  a  magnificent  achievement. 
We  can  be  proud  of  America's  leadership. 

We  can  be  proud  also  of  another 
contribution  we  have  made  to  the  world 
economy.  We  have  demonstrated  the 
power  for  good  that  comes  from  team- 
ing political  freedom  with  economic 
freedom.  That  demonstration  has  im- 
pressed the  world  so  strongly  that 
nearly  everywhere  efforts  are  being 
made  to  emulate  it.  There  is  a  remark- 
able and  well-nigh  universal  movement 
away  from  political  dictatorship  and 
economic  control  toward  democracy  and 
markets. 


We  are  in  our  longest  peace-time 
expansion  in  history,  now  6  full  years, 
during  which  the  American  economy 
has  created  nearly  18  million  new  jobs. 
In  the  1980s,  manufacturing  productiv- 
ity has  increased  over  4%  per  year, 
three  times  faster  than  between  1973 
and  1981. 

International  Trade  Deficit 
and  Foreign  Debt 

Not  everything  is  perfect  in  the  econ- 
omy today,  of  course,  but  not  every- 
thing that  is  said  to  be  wrong  is,  in 
fact,  wrong.  I  will  mention  two  of  the 
false  alarms — the  international  trade 
deficit  and  foreign  debt. 

The  trade  deficit  is  a  deficit  only 
by  virtue  of  ignoring  an  important  part 
of  the  international  picture.  The  trade 
deficit  is,  in  fact,  balanced  by  the  cap- 
ital surplus.  As  long  as  the  United 
States  remains  the  best  place  in  the 
world  to  invest,  capital  inflows  will 
tend  to  create  a  trade  deficit — or  to  re- 
duce a  surplus  if  that  were  to  come 
about  from  other  circumstances.  (That 
is  simply  an  accounting  identity.)  Also, 
as  long  as  the  U.S.  economy  is  growing 
faster  than  are  the  economies  of  our 
trading  partners,  the  growth  gap  will 
tend  to  create  a  trade  deficit.  As  the 
President  has  pointed  out  correctly,  one 
of  the  important  causes  of  our  trade 
deficit  is  the  relative  strength  of  our 
economy.  The  decline  in  our  trade  defi- 
cit— over  30%  in  real  terms  since  the 
peak  a  year  ago — does  not  mean  that 
our  economy  is  weakening,  but  it  does 
reflect  (in  part)  improvement  in  the 
economies  of  some  of  our  major  trading 
partners. 

As  for  the  absurd  idea  that  the 
United  States  is  now  the  world's  largest 
debtor — in  a  class  with  Argentina, 
Brazil,  and  Mexico — I  will  just  mention 
four  points. 

First,  the  figures  that  are  used  do 
not  even  purport  to  show  debt.  They 
purport  to  show  net  asset  position — 
how  much  we  own  abroad  and  how 
much  foreigners  own  here — and  the  dif- 
ference clearly  is  not  debt. 

Second,  the  figures  are  not  accu- 
rate anyway  since  they  reflect  book, 
not  market,  values — gold  at  $42  per 
ounce,  for  example. 

Third,  our  debts  are  mostly  in  U.S. 
dollars,  not  in  foreign  currencies  that 
have  to  be  earned  by  international  trade. 
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Fourth,  there  would  be  no  harm  in 
being  a  net  debtor  anyway — we  were  a 
net  debtor  for  most  of  our  history.  Bor- 
rowed capital  is  beneficial  if  it  earns 
more  than  its  interest  and  is  not  dissi- 
pated unproductively,  as  in  South 
America. 

Institutional  Reforms  and 
Regional  Cooperation 

We  have  entered  an  era  of  in- 
stantaneous global  communications 
which  has  created  sophisticated  finan- 
cial networks  that  transfer  over  a  tril- 
lion dollars  a  day  worldwide,  a  daily 
sum  about  the  same  as  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment's annual  expenditures.  This  is 
an  economic  force  beyond  the  control  of 
any  nation,  no  matter  how  powerful,  or 
even  any  combination  of  nations. 

We  are  bombarded  with  informa- 
tion from  satellite  communications  and 
challenged  by  modern  tools  that  allow 
more  business  to  be  done  in  more  un- 
conventional ways  than  governments 
can  keep  abreast  of,  much  less  control. 
The  very  nature  of  trade  is  changing, 
dealing  less  with  material,  tangible 
things.  All  of  this  requires  restructur- 
ing some  of  the  institutions  which  deal 
with  international  economics. 

One  of  the  key  institutions  that 
needs  adjustment  is  the  GATT  In  the 
GATT,  the  Uruguay  Round  of  multi- 
lateral trade  negotiations  is  crucial  to 
the  long-term  health  of  the  world  trad- 
ing system.  We  need  to  build  momen- 
tum for  reform  at  the  ministerial 
midterm  review  in  Montreal  next  week. 
The  key  problems  will  not  be  solved  at 
Montreal,  but  we  need  to  obtain  com- 
mitments on  principles  and  objectives 
that  will  insure  successful  negotiations 
during  the  remaining  2  years  of  the 
round.  At  Montreal,  we  hope  to  achieve 
progress  in  processes  for  settling  dis- 
putes in  services  and  in  other  non- 
traditional  issues,  such  as  trade  related 
to  intellectual  property  and  trade- 
related  investment. 

Regional  arrangements  will  play  a 
significant  part  in  future  trade.  We  will 
make  a  giant  step  by  removing  barriers 
to  free  trade  between  Canada  and  the 
United  States.  Our  two  nations  ex- 
change more  goods  and  services — $166 
billion  last  year — than  any  two  coun- 
tries in  the  world.  The  elimination  of 
tariffs  and  most  other  barriers  to  trade 
and  investment  will  increase  economic 
growth,  lower  prices,  expand  employ- 
ment, and  enhance  the  competitiveness 
of  both  countries  in  world  markets. 


Program  1992  and  the  U.S.  Position 

Another  momentous  step  in  regional 
cooperation  is  now  underway  with  the 
acceleration  of  European  economic  inte- 
gration. Broadly  speaking,  the  [EC] 
1992  program  is  an  effort  by  some  of 
our  key  allies  to  face  global  challenges 
together.  Not  only  in  trade  but  also  in 
such  areas  as  protecting  the  environ- 
ment, controlling  sensitive  technolo- 
gies, and  regulating  anticompetitive 
behavior,  the  EC  has  decided  it  can  do 
better  as  one  than  as  twelve.  If  fully 
implemented,  integration  of  the  Euro- 
pean market  can  bring  great  advan- 
tages to  Europe  and  to  the  United 
States.  Our  mutual  economic  interests 
are  huge:  in  1987,  U.S.-EC  trade 
totaled  $145  billion. 

While  a  unified  European  market 
should  be  as  advantageous  to  Europe, 
to  the  United  States,  and  to  the  rest 
of  the  world  as  has  been  the  unified 
American  market,  there  are  two  haz- 
ards that  could  reduce  the  potential 
benefits  or  even  reverse  them — namely, 
protectionism  and  over-regulation.  In- 
creased competition  from  within  the 
EC  could  lead  European  business  to 
seek  more  protection  against  the  out- 
side. For  those  U.S.  firms  already  es- 
tablished in  Europe,  this  may  not  be 
much  of  a  problem,  but  those  not  cur- 
rently there  could  be  frozen  out  if  such 
a  policy  were  adopted.  We  would  be 
seriously  concerned  if  EC  policies  were 
to  require  investment  as  a  price  for  do- 
ing business  in  the  single  market.  A 
company  that  now  exports  to  Europe 
should  not  be  required  to  invest  in 
Europe  in  order  to  continue  selling 
there  after  1992.  Senior  EC  officials 
have  stated  repeatedly  that  the  pro- 
gram as  envisioned  will  not  result  in 
"fortress  Europe."  As  I  told  them  dur- 
ing a  recent  discussion  in  Brussels, 


however,  they  say  this  in  the  language 
of  17th  century  mercantilism,  and  that 
makes  me  apprehensive — in  particular, 
the  way  they  talk  about  reciprocity  in- 
stead of  national  treatment. 

With  regard  to  the  possibility  of 
over-regulation,  I  refer  you  to  [British] 
Prime  Minister  Thatcher's  important 
speech  in  Bruges  recently.  She  warned 
against  unifying  regulations  by  taking 
the  "worst  common  denominator." 
Because  social  legislation  in  Europe 
requires  the  unanimity  of  all  12  coun- 
tries— and  the  1992  program  does  not — 
there  appear  now  to  be  efforts  to  in- 
corporate into  the  1992  program  such 
measures  as  labor  participation  in  man- 
agement and  limitations  on  layoffs  or 
plant  closings. 

Secretary  Shultz  will  lead  a  Cabi- 
net delegation  to  meet  with  EC  minis- 
ters on  December  9,  and  in  discussing 
the  1992  program,  we  will  reemphasize 
the  importance  for  the  United  States  of 
ensuring  that  its  trade  and  other  eco- 
nomic interests  are  not  jeopardized  by 
market  integration. 

In  a  world  that  Secretary  Shultz 
has  described  as  too  small  for  violent 
conflict  and  too  big  for  rigid  attitudes, 
wild  ambitions,  and  self-centered  pol- 
icies, sooner  or  later  governments  must 
see  that  joining  with  others  is  the  best 
way  to  meet  future  challenges.  The 
United  States  always  is  ready  to  work 
with  others. 

The  sine  qua  non  for  keeping  a 
steady  course  in  world  trade  is  to  main- 
tain American  leadership,  to  broaden 
international  cooperation,  and  to  spread 
reliance  on  incentives,  enterprise,  and 
markets  to  control  the  economies  of  the 
world.  Only  by  reliance  on  the  market 
to  control  each  economy  can  all  the 
economies  of  the  world  be  coordinated 
with  efficiency  and  friendship.  ■ 


EC  Project  1992: 

The  Dynamics  of  Change 


by  Denis  Lamb 

Address  before  the  Washington 
International  Business  Council  on 
September  9,  1988.  Ambassador  Lamb 
is  U.S.  Representative  to  the  Organiza- 
tion/or Economic  Cooperation  and  De- 
velopment (OECD). 

Over  the  past  year  or  so,  American 
business  and  government  have  become 
aware  that  something  of  profound  eco- 


nomic and  political  significance  is  un- 
derway in  Europe.  Under  the  slogan 
"1992,"  the  European  Community  (EC) 
has  set  out  to  perfect  the  common  mar- 
ket formed  30  years  ago  by  its  six  orig- 
inal members.  Legislation  is  already 
being  passed  to  move  the  EC  toward 
the  goal  of  "Europe  without  frontiers" 
and  to  remove  the  barriers  to  trade  and 
investment  that  exist  within  the  bor- 
ders of  the  member  states.  In  response, 
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businesses  are  adjusting  their  plans 
and  strategies  and  merging  with  or  ac- 
quiring other  businesses  in  the  expecta- 
tion that  substantial  new  challenges 
and  opportunities  are  being  created. 

The  countries  of  the  European 
Free  Trade  Association  (EFTA),  which 
currently  enjoy  a  privileged  trading  re- 
lationship with  the  EC,  are  searching 
for  ways  to  avoid  being  disadvantaged 
by  progress  toward  the  EC's  ambitious 
goals.  In  some  EFTA  countries,  like 
Austria,  there  is  an  active  public  de- 
bate about  the  wisdom  of  applying  to 
join  the  EC.  Elsewhere,  as  in  Sweden 
and  Switzerland,  governments  are  cast- 
ing about  for  other  ways,  short  of  mem- 
bership, to  preserve  their  commerce 
with  the  EC. 

The  U.S.  Government  has  publicly 
welcomed  1992,  but,  reflecting  concerns 
of  our  own  as  well  as  those  of  the  busi- 
ness community,  we  have  also  raised 
questions  about  elements  of  the  pro- 
gram. The  Japanese  are  worried  about 
how  their  interests  will  fare  in  a  Eu- 
rope that  appears  ready  to  replace 
the  patchwork  protectionism  applied 
to  Japan  by  several  of  the  member 
states  with  a  common  and  centrally 
managed  policy. 

When  the  Community  launched 
project  1992  three  years  ago,  the  event 
passed  virtually  unremarked  in  the 
United  States.  Aware  of  the  Commu- 
nity's interminable  quarrel  over  farm 
policy  and  how  to  pay  for  it  and  of  the 
poor  track  record  of  earlier  ambitious 
schemes  to  advance  the  cause  of  Euro- 
pean unity — from  the  Fouchet  Plan  of 
1961,  which  aimed  at  a  common  Euro- 
pean foreign  policy,  to  the  Werner  Plan 
to  achieve  economic  and  monetary 
union  by  1980 — Community  watchers 
tended  to  divide  into  two  groups — the 
indifferent  and  the  skeptical.  Disin- 
terest and  doubt  began  to  dissipate 
after  the  EC's  February  1988  summit  in 
Brussels.  There  the  heads  of  Commu- 
nity governments  shunted  aside  the 
quarrel  over  farm  policy,  found  yet  an- 
other fix  for  the  recurring  question  of 
Britain's  payment  to  the  EC  budget, 
and  put  up  new  money  for  the  in- 
frastructure and  investment  projects 
that  transfer  resources  from  the  richer 
members  to  the  poorer.  These  decisions 
were  intended  to  give  the  EC  4  or  5 
years  of  breathing  room  to  get  on  with 
the  business  of  project  1992. 

Why  this  relatively  sudden  move 
forward?  The  reasons  are  surely  many 
and  complex.  There  is  a  general  desire 
to  get  on  with  the  unfinished  business 
of  European  construction  to  which  all 


EC  members  are  committed  in  princi- 
ple. There  are  proximate  causes  as 
well.  One  is  the  need  to  overcome 
Western  Europe's  relative  economic 
stagnation.  With  its  accompanying  high 
unemployment  and  creeping  internal 
trade  restrictions,  slow  growth  has  per- 
sisted since  the  first  oil  shock.  Euro- 
pean multinational  business  has  been 
active  in  pushing  for  change.  Another 
cause  lies  in  France's  failed  effort  in  the 
early  1980s  to  run  an  expansionist  eco- 
nomic policy  independent  of  its  part- 
ners. The  experience  convinced  the 
country's  leaders,  on  both  the  left  and 
right,  that  recourse  to  an  independent 
policy  had  become  a  delusion.  In  the 
future,  they  believe,  Europe  will  pros- 
per together  or  not  at  all.  Britain  is 
largely  motivated  by  the  deregulatory 
thrust  of  1992.  What  [British]  Prime  ' 
Minister  Thatcher  has  preached  and 
practiced  at  home  lies  at  the  heart 
of  the  project.  Many  knowledgeable 
Germans  are  convinced  that  their  econ- 
omy will  face  a  crisis  some  years  hence 
unless  stultifying  regulation  can  be 
overcome.  Absent  imminent  danger  to 
Germany's  high  standard  of  living,  how- 
ever, only  the  deus  ex  machina  of  1992 
offers  the  prospect  of  forcing  action  out 
of  the  political  system.  A  final  impor- 
tant factor  is  that  the  integration  of  the 
EC's  new  large  member  state,  Spain, 
has  posed  fewer  problems  than  antici- 
pated. Although  Spain  continues  to  be 
plagued  with  severe  unemployment, 
its  vigorous  economic  growth  is  easing 
the  transition. 


Toward  Mutual  Recognition 

The  Brussels  summit  was  a  powerful 
signal  that  the  Community  is  serious 
about  the  structural  transformation  of 
its  economy.  After  Brussels,  we  in  the 
United  States  began  to  examine  the 
prospect  and  the  process  with  greater 
care  and  attention.  What  did  we  find? 
First,  that  on  taking  office  in  1985,  a 
new  EC  Commission  under  President 
Jacques  Delors  had  catalogued  some 
300  remaining  fiscal,  technical,  and 
physical  barriers  to  internal  trade  in 
goods  and  services;  and  that  the  Com- 
mission and  the  Council  of  Ministers, 
representing  the  member  states,  had 
established  the  goal  of  passing  legisla- 
tion to  eliminate  these  barriers  by  the 
time  the  next  Commission  completes  its 
4-year  term  of  office  at  the  end  of  1992. 
Second,  we  found  that  the  EC  had 
amended  its  "constitution" — the  treaty 
of  Rome— by  the  passage  at  the  end  of 
1985  of  the  Single  European  Act.  The 


act  will  allow  most  of  the  1992  legisla- 
tion to  pass  by  qualified  majority 
rather  than  by  unanimous  vote.  Equally 
important,  the  act  fundamentally  re- 
orients that  legislation  away  from  "har- 
monization," or  the  quest  for  uniform 
Community-wide  rules,  and  toward  the 
concept  of  "mutual  recognition." 

The  Single  European  Act  says  that 
"the  Council  may  decide  that  provisions 
in  force  in  a  member  state  must  be 
recognized  as  equivalent  to  those  ap- 
plied by  another."  Beyond  the  consider- 
able contribution  this  language  will 
make  to  the  passage  of  the  Commis- 
sion's legislative  program,  it  opens  the 
way  to  competitive  lawmaking  in  Com- 
munity countries.  Over  time,  busi- 
nesses will  be  able  to  "shop"  for  the 
most  advantageous  regulatory  climate 
and  in  doing  so  to  exert  pressure  on  all 
members  to  dismantle  barriers.  Con- 
templating this  prospect  in  his  excellent 
survey  of  1992  in  the  July  9  issue  of  the 
Economist,  Nicholas  Colchester  con- 
cludes that  the  exercise  is  nothing  less 
than  "an  adventure  in  deregulation." 

It  will  be  well  into  the  next  century 
before  a  full  evaluation  of  project  1992 
is  possible,  even  if  the  legislative  phase 
encounters  only  predictable  delays.  In 
attempting  to  gauge  its  eventual  im- 
pact, observers  have  focused  on  two 
main  elements:  the  elimination  of  fron- 
tier controls  and  the  removal  of  internal 
obstacles  to  trade.  Each  is  worth  a 
closer  look.  The  goal  of  a  "Europe  with- 
out frontiers"  is  important  because 
frontier  posts  add  an  estimated  5%  to 
10%  to  the  cost  of  traded  goods.  They 
also  aid  the  enforcement  of  market  seg- 
mentation based  on  product  standards 
and  regulations  and  give  individual 
member  states  the  means  to  conduct 
trade  policies  which  are  different  than 
those  conducted  by  the  Commission  on 
behalf  of  the  EC  as  a  whole.  The  aboli- 
tion of  frontier  posts  may  also  loom 
large  as  a  goal  for  some  because  their 
absence  would  encourage — even  force — 
cooperation  at  the  Community  level  on 
a  range  of  noneconomic  matters,  in- 
cluding technology  transfer  controls, 
terrorism,  and  immigration  policy. 

Mutual  recognition  offers  a  power- 
ful remedy  for  internal  barriers  to 
trade — like  different  product  standards 
and  conflicting  regulatory  regimes.  One 
can  even  see  how  convergence  might 
occur  over  time  toward  the  French  ap- 
proach to  policing  the  movement  of 
people  from  within  its  borders  for  the 
purpose  of  controlling  immigration  and 
combating  drug  dealing  and  terrorism. 
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But,  as  the  Economist  survey  argues, 
it  is  hard  to  see  how  the  member  states 
will  be  able  to  convince  themselves  to 
dispense  with  the  role  border  posts 
play  in  isolating  each  EC  nation's 
indirect  tax  system. 

The  problem  lies  both  with  national 
differences  in  the  application  of  the 
EC's  value  added  tax,  or  VAT,  and  in 
the  way  VAT  is  collected  on  exports 
and  imports.  The  extent  to  which  the 
member  states  rely  on  the  VAT  for  rev- 
enue varies  from  4%  of  GNP  in  West 
Germany  to  10%  in  Denmark.  The  inci- 
dence of  VAT  ranges  from  a  standard 
rate  of  22%  in  Denmark  to  12%  in  Spain 
and  Luxembourg.  Luxury  goods  face 
rates  between  25%  and  38%;  food  is 
subject  to  rates  of  between  1%  and  10%. 
Coverage  varies  from  40%  of  consump- 
tion in  the  United  Kingdom  and  Ireland 
to  almost  90%  in  the  rest  of  the  Com- 
munity. These  disparities  can  be  main- 
tained because  exporting  countries  re- 
fund to  the  exporter  all  of  the  VAT 
previously  assessed  on  the  value  of  the 
export,  and  importing  countries  slap 
their  VAT  rate  on  the  import  price  of 
goods  entering  their  territory.  Frontier 
posts  exist  to  ensure  that  untaxed  ex- 
ported products  actually  leave  the 
country  and  that  VAT  is  collected  on 
imports. 

Judging  that  it  would  be  unworka- 
ble simply  to  apply  the  principle  of 
mutual  recognition  and  ignore  VAT  dif- 
ferences, the  Commission  fell  back  to  a 
variant  of  the  old  method — harmoniza- 
tion— and  devised  an  approach  that 
would  allow  governments  to  retain 
some  flexibility  in  setting  rates.  To  deal 
with  the  collection  side  of  the  tax  equa- 
tion, they  put  forward  a  clearing  house 
scheme.  So  far,  these  proposals  have 
not  found  favor  with  the  member 
states.  Perhaps  because,  as  the 
Economist  put  it,  governments  see 
them  for  what  they  are — a  threat  to 
their  ability  to  decide  "where  for  the 
good  of  the  society  to  make  life  cheaper 
or  more  expensive."  At  the  moment, 
the  way  out  of  this  impasse  is  not  visi- 
ble to  outside  observers,  particularly 
since  fiscal  changes  require  unanimous 
agreement.  Progress  toward  an  answer 
may  flow  from  the  1984  agreement  be- 
tween France  and  Germany,  soon  to  be 
implemented,  to  remove  completely 
their  respective  border  controls.  Since 
France's  dependence  on  VAT  for  reve- 
nue and  the  role  of  public  spending 
in  its  economy  are  greater  than  Ger- 
many's, leading  to  obvious  problems, 
this  bold  step  may  identify  solutions 
that  can  be  generalized  to  the  rest  of 
the  EC. 


Eliminating  Internal  Barriers 

If  the  ideal  of  a  frontier-free  Europe 
seems  difficult  to  achieve,  especially  on 
the  Community's  ambitious  timetable, 
things  look  brighter  when  it  comes  to 
the  removal  of  internal  barriers,  includ- 
ing those  that  restrict  the  right  of  com- 
panies operating  in  one  EC  country  to 
establish  themselves  in  another.  Many 
of  the  EC's  fragmented,  cartelized  mar- 
kets remain  so  because  companies  are 
not  now  free  to  enter  other  markets  to 
compete  for  government  business  or  to 
sell  services. 

Here  the  story  lies  in  the  details, 
too  many  to  be  recounted  here.  Not  all 
of  the  300  pieces  of  legislation  have 
been  written,  and  much  of  what  has 
been  committed  to  paper  remains  to  be 
subjected  to  searching  scrutiny  within 
the  Community.  Even  so,  evidence  to 
illustrate  what  is  at  stake  is  readily 
available.  In  road  transport,  for  exam- 
ple, an  estimated  30%  of  trucks  cross- 
ing national  borders  return  empty 
because  of  national  restrictions.  Gov- 
ernment procurement  remains  a 
method  of  promoting  "national  cham- 
pions," or  just  plain  nationals.  Only  2% 
of  large  government  procurements  are 
awarded  to  outside  bidders. 

The  Commission  is  actively  wield- 
ing its  new  tools — qualified  majority 
voting  and  mutual  recognition — to 
break  down  these  barriers.  Nowhere  is 
this  more  apparent  than  in  financial 
services,  where  project  1992  is  moving 
forward  smartly  toward  the  single  mar- 
ket ideal.  Financial  services  merit  spe- 
cial attention  for  this  reason,  and  for 
some  others  as  well.  For  one  thing,  the 
EC's  plans  in  this  area  have  raised  con- 
cerns in  the  United  States  that  illus- 
trate the  kind  of  difficulties  for  third 
countries  which  can  arise  as  1992  un- 
folds. For  another,  analysts  have  begun 
to  point  out  that  financial  market  de- 
regulation implies  major  concessions  of 
national  sovereignty.  The  Commission's 
proposals  in  this  area,  and  their  im- 
plications, have  already  provoked  con- 
siderable discussion  of  the  creation  of  a 
single  central  bank  and  a  single  Euro- 
pean currency. 

Spurred  by  the  telecommunications 
revolution,  financial  markets  are  tend- 
ing toward  global  unification.  Protected 
margins  are  being  eroded  as  new  finan- 
cial instruments  and  methods  are  de- 
vised. Wisely,  the  EC  has  decided  to 
make  the  best  of  this  situation,  realiz- 
ing that  if  it  does  not,  it  will  stunt  the 
growth  and  the  competitive  strength  of 
its  private  financial  institutions. 


The  Commission's  study,  "The 
Economics  of  1992,"  amasses  the  evi- 
dence of  financial  market  fragmenta- 
tion. For  example,  a  consumer  loan  in 
the  United  Kingdom  carries  a  spread 
over  money  market  rates  three  times 
higher  than  a  similar  loan  in  Belgium. 
Mortgages  in  France  and  West  Ger- 
many carry  twice  the  spread  as  do 
mortgages  in  the  United  Kingdom. 
Similar  disparities  exist  in  insurance 
and  brokerage  services.  For  these  mar- 
kets to  open  up,  three  things  have  to 
happen:  There  must  be  freedom  of  cap- 
ital movement  so  funds  can  seek  their 
best  return  and  sellers  of  financial  serv- 
ices can  be  assured  of  payment,  the 
right  to  sell  financial  services  across 
borders  must  be  provided  in  order  to 
broaden  markets,  and  providers  of  fi- 
nancial services  in  one  EC  country 
must  have  the  right  to  establish  them- 
selves in  other  member  countries. 

In  banking,  the  Council  of  Minis- 
ters has  before  it  a  banking  directive 
based  on  the  mutual  recognition  princi- 
ple. It  would  create  a  single  banking 
license  enabling  a  bank  legally  resident 
in  one  EC  country  to  open  a  branch  in 
any  other  or  to  provide  services  to  all 
of  the  other  countries.  Each  branch  will 
be  subject  to  EC-wide  standards  for 
bank  soundness,  but  these  will  be  inter- 
preted and  applied  by  the  country  in 
which  the  parent  is  located. 

The  specific  concern  the  United 
States  has  with  the  banking  directive 
(and  a  parallel  investment  services  di- 
rective) is  that  it  contains  a  "recipro- 
city" clause  which  states  that  the 
treatment  afforded  an  EC  financial  in- 
stitution in  a  non-EC  market  will  deter- 
mine whether  firms  from  that  market 
will  be  permitted  access  to  the  inte- 
grated EC  market.  The  point  we  are 
making,  as  forcefully  as  we  can,  is  that 
the  correct  standard  to  apply  is  "nation- 
al treatment."  The  difficulty  we  have 
with  the  reciprocity  clause  is  that  it 
could  easily  be  applied  to  justify  dis- 
criminatory treatment  against  foreign 
firms  based  on  legitimate  differenes  in 
national  regulatory  regimes.  As  U.S. 
Treasury  Deputy  Secretary  McPherson 
said  in  a  recent  speech,  "Reciprocity 
that  seeks  to  achieve  identical  commer- 
cial privileges  in  countries  with  differ- 
ent regulatory  regimes  will  almost 
inevitably  result  in  discrimination." 

Freeing  up  financial  markets  will 
require  the  removal  of  all  exchange  con- 
trols. This  may  not  sound  like  much  to 
Americans  able  to  move  money  in  and 
out  of  the  country  without  restriction. 
For  the  EC's  highly  integrated,  trade- 
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dependent  economies,  it  means  more. 
The  Economist  argues  that  "freedom  of 
capital  movements  will  make  or  break 
the  European  monetary  system  (EMS),1 
leaving  it  either  a  fundamental  and  per- 
vasive part  of  the  post-1992  market.  .  . 
or  barely  worth  the  candle."  With  8  of 
the  12  EC  governments  committed  to 
removing  all  remaining  capital  controls 
by  1990,  two  choices  loom:  either  main- 
tain fixed  exchange  rates  through  close 
economic  policy  cooperation  (in  a  set- 
ting in  which  interest  rates  become  a 
much  more  important  mecha- 
nism for  regulating  capital  flows),  or 
abandon  the  goal.  Although  Prime  Min- 
ister Thatcher  continues  to  oppose 
bringing  the  pound  into  the  exchange 
rate  mechanism  of  the  EMS,  the  gen- 
eral tenor  of  the  discussion  in  the  EC  is 
strongly  aimed  at  reinforcing  the  EMS. 

Down  the  road,  economic  integra- 
tion would  appear  to  imply  a  major 
transfer  of  economic  sovereignty  and 
the  need  to  create  a  Community  in- 
stitution to  exercise  that  sovereignty. 
The  contemplation  of  this  prospect  ac- 
counts for  much  of  the  increasing  atten- 
tion being  paid  to  eventually  setting  up 
a  European  central  bank  and  establish- 
ing a  single  European  currency.  For  the 
moment,  however,  what  seems  sensible 
and  appealing  to  European  policy- 
makers is  a  steady  development  of  what 
exists.  Thus,  closer  coordination  of 
monetary  policy  seems  possible,  as  is 
expanding  the  role  of  the  European  cur- 
rency unit  (ECU).2 

A  final  thought  on  this  topic.  We 
divided  the  discussion  of  1992  into  two 
parts:  frontier  posts  and  internal  bar- 
riers. The  long-term  implication  of  lib- 
eralizing financial  markets  is  that  this 
distinction  is  logical  rather  than  real.  It 
is  hard  to  imagine  the  persistence  of 
border  controls  as  economic  decision- 
making power  gradually  accumulates  in 
a  Community  institution. 

The  Effects  of  Project  1992 

What  will  1992  mean  for  the  United 
States?  In  capsule  form,  the  important 
elements  are  the  following. 

More  Growth.  In  essence,  the  EC 
is  following  the  prescription  that  it 
helped  elaborate  in  the  OECD  and  the 
Group  of  Seven:  the  cure  for  "Euro- 
sclerosis"  is  structural  adjustment.  The 
Commission  forecasts  that  the  elimina- 
tion of  nontariff  barriers  (plus  a  dollop 
of  old-fashioned  fiscal  stimulus)  could 
raise  the  EC's  gross  national  product 
by  4.5%  to  7%,  add  1.8  to  5  million  new 


jobs,  and  drop  consumer  prices  up  to 
6%.  Hard  numbers  are  difficult  to  come 
by,  the  more  so  because  so  much  of  the 
effect  of  1992 — on  investment  and  the 
labor  market,  for  example — is  indirect. 
But  it  seems  fair  to  conclude  that  1992 
will  be  a  major  spur  to  growth.  For 
third  countries,  and  for  the  United 
States  in  particular,  more  growth  will 
improve  prospects  for  trade. 

EC  Unity.  1992  has  infused  the  EC 
with  a  new  sense  of  confidence  and  pur- 
pose, but  the  disparity  in  economic  de- 
velopment between  the  north  and  the 
south  is  a  likely  source  of  tension  in  the 
years  ahead.  For  the  north,  the  imper- 
ative is  to  restructure  to  improve  com- 
petitiveness; for  the  south,  it  is  to  raise 
living  standards.  One  implication  of  this 
divergence  of  interest  is  that  EC  deci- 
sionmaking will  be  more  than  normally 
cumbersome  and  fractious.  It  may  be 
difficult  for  outsiders  to  draw  the  EC's 
attention  away  from  internal  matters 
and  toward  issues  with  a  global  dimen- 
sion. Over  time,  however,  the  EC 
should  evolve  into  a  more  cohesive 
presence  in  the  OECD  and  elsewhere 
on  monetary,  macroeconomic,  and  re- 
lated issues. 

Expansion  of  Central  Decision- 
making. 1992  implies  a  major  transfer 
of  political  power  to  EC  institutions, 
with  the  Commission  destined  to  play 
a  central  role  in  dealings  with  third 
countries  on  a  range  of  issues  where 
the  member  states  now  occupy  center 
stage.  As  in  trade  policy  matters  now, 
third  countries  will  have  to  adjust  their 
strategies  to  accommodate  increased 
power-sharing  between  the  Commission 
and  the  member  states.  As  European 
perceptions  of  this  shift  in  authority 
grow,  there  will  also  be  a  push  to  make 
the  EC's  institutions  more  democratic. 
As  a  first  step,  the  already  directly 
elected  European  Parliament  will  play  a 
larger  role. 

Competitiveness.  As  a  conse- 
quence of  1992,  EC  firms  will  get  big- 
ger and  become  more  efficient  as  they 
compete  and  benefit  from  economies  of 
scale  hitherto  denied  them.  Smaller 
firms  operating  in  a  more  competitive 
environment  will  also  be  more  efficient. 
Foreign  firms  established  in  the  EC 
should  benefit  from  deregulation  and 
the  removal  of  barriers  provided  that 
the  necessary  legislation  is  written  and 
implemented  in  a  nondiscriminatory 
manner.  But  they  will  have  to  be  ag- 
gressive competitors  to  survive  and 
prosper. 


Commercial  Policy.  While  it  is 
abundantly  clear  that  1992  is  not  moti- 
vated by  narrow  mercantilistic  trade 
policy  interests,  the  EC's  trading  part- 
ners have  legitimate  cause  for  concern. 
It  arises  because  the  1985  Commission 
White  Paper  on  1992  is  largely  silent  on 
matters  of  external  policy,  and  because 
of  a  certain  dissonance  between  the 
Commission's  protestations  of  innocent 
commercial  intentions  and  "the  facts" 
as  they  have  begun  to  emerge. 

"Reciprocity,"  the  concept  incorpo- 
rated in  the  banking  directive,  could 
be  applied  broadly  on  a  sectoral  basis. 
Some  EC  protectionists  are  not  bashful 
about  arguing  that  opening  the  internal 
market  is,  in  effect,  an  unmatched  con- 
cession to  the  EC's  trading  partners. 

So-called  transition  measures  pre- 
sent another  problem.  Article  115  of 
the  Rome  treaty  reserves  to  member 
states  "in  economic  difficulty"  the  right 
to  impose  national  restrictions  on  im- 
ports. Of  those  in  force,  the  most 
important  by  far  restrict  imports  of 
Japanese  automobiles.  What  can  we 
learn  from  the  automobile  case?  Ac- 
cording to  the  July  22  Financial 
Times,  the  Commission  is  putting  the 
finishing  touches  on  a  package  to  phase 
out  national  restrictions  on  imports  of 
Japanese  cars  maintained  by  France, 
Italy,  the  United  Kingdom,  Spain,  and 
Portugal.  It  would  work  like  this:  on 
the  trade  side,  industry-to-industry 
deals  would  be  eliminated,  national 
technical  standards  maintained  solely 
for  the  purpose  of  regulating  imports 
would  be  replaced  by  Community 
standards  readied  for  adoption  over  a 
decade  ago,  and  the  Japanese  would 
agree  to  a  4-year  freeze  on  imports  at 
present  levels  (just  over  1  million  units, 
or  about  9.5%  of  the  current  market). 

Internally,  national  subsidies  to  the 
auto  industry  would  be  curbed,  and 
constraints  would  be  placed  on  the  abil- 
ity of  the  member  states  to  compete  for 
Japanese  investment  in  auto  production 
capacity.  As  to  the  desirability  of  all 
this,  perhaps  the  rule  ought  to  be  "let 
he  who  is  without  sin  cast  the  first 
stone."  What  can  be  said  with  justice  is 
that  these  proposals  hardly  constitute  a 
bold  stroke  to  eliminate  barriers  of  du- 
bious legality  under  international  trade 
rules.  The  pertinent  practical  question 
is  whether  that  import  freeze  will  actu- 
ally go  by  the  boards  after  "x"  years. 

A  third  problem  area  is  product 
standards.  It  is  to  be  anticipated  that 
suppliers  that  do  not  participate  in  the 
setting  of  standards,  including  U.S. 
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suppliers,  will  be  disadvantaged.  A 
number  of  such  issues  already  confront 
us. 

The  Uruguay  Round  and  Agri- 
culture. What  does  1992  portend  for 
the  ongoing  round  of  multilateral  trade 
negotiations  in  Geneva?  What  about  the 
resolution  of  differences  over  farm  pol- 
icy that  have  pitted  the  EC  against  the 
United  States  for  more  than  20  years? 
A  number  of  considerations  apply. 
Where  the  EC  is  prepared  to  liber- 
alize, as  in  services,  the  1992  exercise 
is  capable  of  furnishing  it  with  "trading 
stock"  that  can  be  used  to  obtain 
concessions  in  Geneva.  In  this  way, 
1992  could  energize  the  Uruguay 
Round,  which  must  compete  for  the  at- 
tention of  policymakers  with  the  U.S.- 
Canada Free  Trade  Agreement,  rapidly 
envolving  trade  relationships  centering 
on  Japan  in  Asia,  and  with  1992  itself. 

Many  commentators  have  said  that 
the  key  to  a  successful  Uruguay  Round 
is  a  deal  on  agriculture.  Equally  numer- 
ous are  those  who  hold  that  the  only 
solution  to  the  global  problem  of  agri- 
cultural overproduction  and  resulting 
trade  strains  lies  in  the  multilateral 
round.  No  country,  or  entity,  the  rea- 
soning goes,  can  disarm  unilaterally  in 
agriculture.  There  has  to  be  a  global 
deal.  What  are  the  prospects?  Here  op- 
timism begins  with  pessimism,  in  that 
it  seems  clear  enough  that  the  Brussels 
summit  financed  CAP  [Common  Agri- 
cultural Policy]  overproduction  without 
finding  a  solution  to  it.  1992  may  give 
the  Uruguay  Round  a  welcome  boost 
because  it  will  generate  a  need  for 
large  sums  of  money  to  ease  EC  North- 
South  differences.  Reducing  agri- 
cultural support  can  help  provide  it. 
There  is  another  factor  that  may  turn 
out  to  be  important.  For  many  years 
the  policy  that  has  served  as  the  "glue" 
to  hold  the  EC  together — "crazy  glue" 
in  the  eyes  of  some — has  been  the  CAP. 
As  1992  directs  the  EC's  search  for  co- 
hesion toward  other  policies,  the  way 
will  be  eased  for  the  United  States  and 
the  Community  to  agree  on  rational 
farm  policies.  If  this  happens,  then 
Japan,  which  has  a  major  contribution 
to  make  through  the  lowering  of  its 
barriers  to  agriculture  imports,  will 
find  it  difficult  not  to  go  along. 

Conclusion 

We  are  fond  of  observing  it  in  football 
games  and  tennis  matches.  "Big  mo," 
or  momentum,  is  a  vital  if  elusive  ele- 
ment in  any  struggle.  In  project  1992, 


the  momentum  lies  with  the  forces  of 
liberalization  and  openness  and  integra- 
tion. The  restoration  of  European  dyna- 
mism and  self-confidence  is  at  issue. 
Major  changes  for  the  better  in  the  way 
the  EC  does  business,  inside  Europe 
and  with  the  rest  of  the  world,  are  in 
the  offing.  But  the  outcome  is  far  from 
decided.  Powerful  forces  are  ranged  on 
the  other  side  and  some  important  U.S. 
interests  will  be  put  at  risk.  These  in- 
terests will  be  defended  with  vigor.  We 
have  the  tools  to  do  so,  including  rights 
embodied  in  our  Treaties  of  Friendship, 
Commerce,  and  Navigation  with  the 
member  states;  and  mutual  commit- 


ments undertaken  in  the  OECD  and 
the  GATT  [General  Agreement  on  Tar- 
iffs and  Trade].  If  the  Community  fol- 
lows its  sound  and  bold  prescription  for 
more  growth  and  more  unity  and  liber- 
alizes without  turning  inward,  then  we 
and  it  and  the  rest  of  the  world  will 
benefit.  I  think  they  can  do  it. 


■The  eight  currencies  participating  in 
the  exchange  rate  mechanism  of  the  EMS 
are  West  Germany,  France,  Italy,  the 
Netherlands,  Denmark,  Ireland,  Belgium, 
and  Luxembourg. 

2The  ECU  includes  the  EMS  currencies 
plus  those  of  Greece  and  the  United 
Kingdom.  ■ 


U.S.  Trade  Objectives  in  the  Uruguay  Round 


Overview 

The  current  round  of  multilateral  trade 
negotiations,  expected  to  last  4  years, 
is  vital  to  the  future  well-being  of  the 
United  States  and  global  economies.  In- 
ternational trade  has  been  an  important 
engine  for  economic  growth  and  devel- 
opment since  World  War  II.  Most  non- 
communist  countries,  which  account  for 
more  than  80%  of  world  trade,  are  par- 
ticipating in  the  Uruguay  Round  of 
talks  that  were  initiated  at  Punta  del 
Este,  Uruguay,  in  September  1986  un- 
der the  auspices  of  the  General  Agree- 
ment on  Tariffs  and  Trade  (GATT). 

For  more  than  40  years,  the  GATT 
has  been  the  major  international  trade 
organization  and  forum  responsible  for 
reducing  trade  barriers.  Seven  rounds 
of  multilateral  trade  negotiations  have 
been  completed  under  the  GATT.  They 
have  focused  on  cuts  in  tariffs,  which 
are  now  at  historically  low  levels  among 
the  industrial  countries.  The  previous 
series  of  trade  talks — the  Tokyo  Round 
of  1973-79 — also  reduced  some  nontariff 
barriers. 

The  major  U.S.  goals  in  the  Uru- 
guay Round  are  trade  liberalization  ex- 
tending GATT  coverage  to  major  new 
areas  (such  as  services  and  intellectual 
property)  and  reinvigoration  of  the 
GATT  system  of  international  rules 
through  timely  and  efficient  enforce- 
ment. The  result  should  be  far  fewer 
distortions  to  world  trade  in  goods,  ser- 
vices, and  high  technology,  greatly  ben- 
efiting American  farmers,  businesses, 
and  consumers.  Specific  U.S.  objectives 
include: 


•  Long-term,  market-oriented  re- 
forms of  agricultural  policies  that  will 
permit  the  dismantling  of  subsidies  and 
import  barriers  that  serve  as  artificial 
roadblocks  to  free  trade; 

•  Agreement  on  principles  govern- 
ing trade  in  services; 

•  Common  standards  for  protection 
of  intellectual  property,  such  as  pa- 
tents, trademarks,  and  copyrights; 

•  Greater  integration  of  developing 
countries  into  the  GATT  system; 

•  Improvements  in  the  codes  on 
standards,  government  procurement, 
and  subsidies;  and 

•  Institutional  improvements  in  the 
GATT,  including  the  strengthening  of 
its  dispute  settlement  mechanism. 

Although  adjustments  would  be 
necessary  in  every  country,  the  bottom 
line  would  be  increased  growth  and  effi- 
ciency for  those  participating  in  a  more 
open,  competitive,  and  dynamic  world 
trading  system.  A  successful  Uruguay 
Round  would  result  in  increased  access 
to  foreign  markets  by  American  busi- 
nesses and  farmers,  particularly  in 
areas  where  we  have  a  comparative  ad- 
vantage. U.S.  service  firms  would  be 
able  to  sell  their  products  and  experi- 
ence in  this  rapidly  growing  sector  of 
the  global  economy.  American  consum- 
ers would  be  able  to  buy  a  greater  vari- 
ety of  reasonably  priced  foreign  goods. 

The  alternative — greater  protec- 
tionism and  the  unraveling  of  multi- 
lateral trade  ties — is  a  prospect  that 
must  be  avoided.  Trade  barriers  are 
still  too  high,  not  only  in  the  industrial 
nations  of  Europe  and  Japan  but  also  in 
developing  countries.  The  United 
States  believes  that  all  GATT  members 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/February  1989 


35 


ECONOMICS 


must  make  a  determined  effort  to  re- 
duce these  barriers  because  it  is  in 
everyone's  interest  to  do  so. 


Major  Issues 

Agriculture.  The  United  States  places 
very  high  priority  on  reaching  an 
agreement  on  agriculture  in  the  Uru- 
guay Round.  Agricultural  distortions 
need  to  be  reduced  multilaterally  so 
that  no  country  obtains  an  unfair  ad- 
vantage over  its  competitors.  World- 
wide protectionism,  subsidies,  and 
quotas  are  rampant  in  agriculture.  Ag- 
ricultural trade  is  the  only  area  in 
which  the  GATT  permits  export  sub- 
sidies. Most  governments  use  price  sup- 
ports and  import  restrictions  to  keep 
internal  agricultural  prices  high.  The 
result  is  overproduction  of  agricultural 
goods,  which  are  often  dumped  in  for- 
eign markets.  Partly  as  a  consequence, 
America's  farmers  have  been  losing 
their  share  of  export  markets  in  recent 
years.  The  traditional  U.S.  surplus  in 
agricultural  trade  has  declined  sharply 
from  $26.6  billion  in  1981  to  $6.5  billion 
in  1987. 

U.S.  policymakers  believe  strongly 
that  action  is  required  on  two  fronts: 
trade  liberalization  and  reform  of  do- 
mestic farm  programs.  In  July  1987, 
the  United  States  proposed  that  agri- 
culture be  fully  integrated  into  the 
GATT  system  by  phasing  out  all  tariff 
and  nontariff  barriers,  including  export 
subsidies  and  all  domestic  support  pro- 
grams, by  the  year  2000.  The  U.S.  pro- 
posal also  recommended  harmonization 
of  health-related  measures  affecting  ag- 
ricultural trade.  Governments  with  re- 
strictive farm  policies  have  resisted 
these  ideas. 

Market-oriented  agricultural  pol- 
icies and  trade  would  benefit  many 
countries.  According  to  a  recent  study 
by  the  Center  for  International  Eco- 
nomics in  Canberra,  Australia,  agri- 
cultural liberalization  would  reduce  the 
U.S.  budget  deficit,  create  additional 
jobs  in  the  European  Community,  in- 
crease real  wages  for  Japanese  workers 
(by  lowering  local  food  and  other 
prices),  and  provide  higher  real  incomes 
for  developing  countries.  Farmers  in 
the  United  States  (and  other  com- 
petitive agricultural  nations)  would  be 
able  to  increase  their  exports.  For  ex- 
ample, if  the  Uruguay  Round  agreed  to 
eliminate  subsidies,  agricultural  prices 
might  rise,  and  U.S.  wheat  producers 
could  substantially  increase  their  sales 
and  revenues. 


Services.  The  services  sector — 
e.g.,  transportation,  tourism,  finance, 
insurance,  telecommunications,  con- 
struction, and  engineering — has  become 
increasingly  important  in  the  1980s. 
Services  account  for  70%  of  U.S.  gross 
national  product  and  75%  of  American 
jobs.  In  1987  U.S.  exports  of  services 
amounted  to  $175  billion,  about  40%.  of 
total  U.S.  exports  of  goods  and  serv- 
ices. Nevertheless,  few  international 
agreements  cover  trade  in  services; 
previous  GATT  rounds  have  not  negoti- 
ated this  issue. 

The  United  States  supports  GATT 
agreement  on  principles  to  prevent  the 
spread  of  new  barriers  and  liberalize 
trade  in  services.  Such  an  agreement 
would  enable  American  firms  to  export 
more  services.  Although  some  develop- 
ing countries  fear  competition  from 
firms  in  advanced  industrial  economies 
in  such  areas  as  banking,  insurance, 
and  telecommunications,  they  would 
gain  needed  expertise  in  making  their 
service  sectors  more  efficient.  Deci- 
sions on  trade  in  services  issues,  which 
are  being  handled  by  a  separate  nego- 
tiating group,  will  have  to  be  part  of 
the  total  package  of  agreements 
reached  at  the  end  of  the  Uruguay 
Round. 


General  Agreement 
on  Tariffs  and  Trade 

The  General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and 
Trade  is  an  international  arrangement 
(a  code  of  rules,  an  institution,  and  a 
forum  for  negotiations)  designed  to 
achieve  a  more  open  trading  system  by 
reducing  tariff  and  nontariff  barriers. 
Adopted  in  October  1947  by  the  United 
States  and  22  other  countries,  the 
GATT  has  made  a  major  contribution  to 
the  rapid  growth  in  international  trade 
since  World  War  II.  A  basic  GATT 
principle,  embodied  in  the  most- 
favored-nation  clause,  is  that  trade 
must  be  conducted  on  a  nondiscrim- 
inatory basis.  The  GATT  faces  major 
challenges,  including  protectionist  pres- 
sures in  many  countries,  the  need  for 
consensus  among  its  major  members  to 
reach  decisions,  and  a  defective  dispute 
settlement  mechanism.  The  GATT  cur- 
rently has  96  "contracting  parties"  that 
account  for  more  than  80%  of  world 
trade;  an  additional  30  countries  apply 
GATT  rules.  Its  headquarters  and  sec- 
retariat are  located  in  Geneva. 


Foreign  Investment.  Foreign  in- 
vestment has  become  an  important 
GATT  issue  because  of  its  extremely 
rapid  growth  worldwide.  Subsidiaries 
of  foreign  companies  often  have  to  pro- 
vide services  on  the  spot  in  the  user 
country.  Many  countries  have  trade- 
distorting  investment  policies,  such  as 
excessive  local  content  requirements. 
The  United  States  believes  that  it  is 
important  to  develop  international  rules 
and  disciplines  on  foreign  direct  invest- 
ment, particularly  as  it  relates  to 
trade.  GATT  agreement  on  this  issue 
would  contribute  to  improving  the  in- 
vestment climate  in  developing  coun- 
tries and  help  them  to  attract  foreign 
investment.  As  a  major  source  of  cap- 
ital flows  to  developing  countries,  for- 
eign investment  is  a  key  factor  in  their 
future  economic  growth  and  efficiency. 

Intellectual  Property.  The  protec- 
tion of  intellectual  property,  such  as  pa- 
tents, trademarks,  and  copyrights,  is 
increasingly  important  to  the  world 
trading  system.  Where  previous  intel- 
lectual property  piracy  centered  on  the 
unauthorized  copying  of  books,  films, 
musical  works,  and  brand  name  con- 
sumer goods,  we  now  confront  the 
counterfeiting  of  computer  software, 
semiconductor  chips,  pharmaceuticals, 
agrichemicals,  and  even  spare  parts  for 
aircraft.  These  actions  increasingly  dis- 
tort trade,  result  in  inferior  quality 
products  for  consumers,  and  reduce  the 
incentives  for  economic  and  scientific 
progress  throughout  the  world.  As  part 
of  the  Uruguay  Round,  the  United 
States  has  proposed  a  comprehensive 
agreement  on  intellectual  property  that 
includes  standards,  internal  and  border 
enforcement,  and  GATT-type  dispute 
settlement  procedures  that  minimize 
obstructions  to  legitimate  trade. 

Developing  Countries.  More  than 
two-thirds  of  GATT  members  are  devel- 
oping countries,  which  have  a  growing 
role  in  the  international  trading  sys- 
tem. In  1987  U.S.  trade  with  develop- 
ing countries  amounted  to  $231  billion, 
or  approximately  one-third  of  total 
U.S.  trade.  An  important  objective  of 
the  Uruguay  Round  is  to  encourage  the 
more  advanced  developing  countries,  in- 
cluding those  in  East  Asia,  to  shoulder 
more  of  the  obligations  of  GATT  mem- 
bership. We  hope  that  developing  coun- 
tries, as  they  reach  higher  levels  of 
economic  development,  will  "graduate" 
to  taking  full-fledged  responsibility  for 
the  future  health  of  world  trade  rela- 
tionships. 
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The  developing  countries  are  vi- 
tally interested  in  tropical  products  in 
which  they  have  a  comparative  advan- 
tage. They  want  the  industrial  coun- 
tries to  allow  freer  and  fuller  access  to 
these  products.  The  United  States  has 
offered  a  faster  track  for  the  phaseout 
of  import  restrictions  on  tropical  prod- 
ucts than  for  other  agricultural  com- 
modities, provided  that  other  GATT 
members,  including  developing  coun- 
tries, do  likewise.  The  developing  coun- 
tries also  are  requesting  industrial 
nations  to  have  less  protectionist  trade 
policies  toward  textiles  and  natural  re- 
source products. 

Safeguards  Against  Import  In- 
jury. Safeguards  are  emergency  actions 
by  governments  to  temporarily  restrain 
imports  to  protect  domestic  industries 


The  Uruguay  Round 

The  latest  round  of  multilateral  trade 
negotiations,  in  which  105  countries  are 
participating  in  Geneva,  is  scheduled  to 
end  in  1990.  A  mid-term  review  meet- 
ing of  the  GATT  trade  ministers  takes 
place  in  Montreal  in  December  1988. 
There  are  two  major  groups  dealing 
with  the  complicated  and  potentially 
unwieldy  negotiations.  One  group  han- 
dles trade  barriers  to  goods  and  has  14 
subgroups  on  separate  issues;  the  other 
has  responsibility  for  trade  in  services. 
Although  both  groups  are  operating 
separately,  they  report  to  the  Trade 
Negotiations  Committee.  The  trade  is- 
sues of  goods  and  services  are  related 
and  will  have  to  be  considered  together 
in  a  final  package  toward  the  end  of  the 
negotiations. 


from  harmful  imports  and  give  compan- 
ies time  to  adjust  to  foreign  competi- 
tion. GATT  members  worked  hard 
during  the  previous  Tokyo  Round  to 
reach  agreement  on  a  safeguards  code, 
but  they  were  unable  to  reach  a  con- 
sensus. Some  industrial  countries, 
particularly  those  in  the  European 
Community,  strongly  supported  the 
right  to  retaliate  selectively  against  the 
imports  of  some  countries.  Many  devel- 
oping nations  vehemently  opposed  se- 
lectivity, favoring  the  principle  of 
similar  universal  treatment.  Other 
countries  (both  developing  and  devel- 
oped) accepted  selectivity  in  principle 


but  only  under  clear  and  restricted  con- 
ditions. This  unresolved  issue  is  again 
being  discussed  and  negotiated  in  the 
Uruguay  Round. 

Other  Nontariff  Barriers.  The 

Tokyo  Round  agreed  on  nine  codes  re- 
ducing nontariff  barriers,  but  their  im- 
plementation has  only  been  partially 
successful.  These  codes  of  common 
standards  and  procedures  lower  na- 
tional nontariff  barriers,  increase  public 
information,  and  reduce  uncertainty  in 
the  flow  of  trade.  The  United  States 
wants  to  improve  the  codes  on  sub- 
sidies, product  standards,  and  govern- 
ment procedures  by  reducing  subsidies, 
limiting  the  restrictive  nature  of  prod- 
uct standards,  and  liberalizing  the 
scope  and  implementation  of  govern- 
ment procurement  practices.  The 
overall  result  would  be  .increased  com- 
petition in  the  marketplace  and  greater 
economic  efficiency. 

Institutional  Changes.  Despite 
the  importance  of  trade  in  the  global 
economy,  the  GATT  does  not  have  the 
same  institutional  standing  as  other  in- 
ternational organizations,  such  as  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  and  the 
World  Bank.  The  United  States  and 
many  other  GATT  members  want  to 
strengthen  the  organization  and  its  en- 
forcement powers  in  order  to  improve 
the  international  trading  system.  They 
would  like  a  more  independent  role  for 
the  GATT  secretariat.  The  dispute  set- 
tlement mechanism  has  been  criticized 
for  being  too  weak  and  time  consuming. 
Countries  sometimes  tend  to  selectively 
observe  or  stretch  the  GATT  rules 
when  they  feel  it  is  in  their  interest  to 
do  so. 

Tariffs.  Although  a  reinvigorated 
and  expanded  GATT  system  will  be  the 
key  to  the  success  of  the  Uruguay 
Round,  tariffs  also  are  a  subject  of  the 
negotiations.  Tariffs  in  the  industrial 
countries  are  now  so  low  (about  4%) 
that  they  cannot  be  reduced  much  fur- 
ther. However,  the  more  advanced  de- 
veloping countries  can  afford  to  reduce 
tariff  barriers  in  view  of  their  economic 
progress.  In  addition,  the  United 
States  is  encouraging  all  countries  to 
lower  their  tariffs,  especially  if  they 
have  not  done  so  in  the  past.  A  "bound 
tariff  under  the  GATT  guarantees  that 
rates  will  not  be  changed  without  nego- 
tiation and  compensation  to  trading 
partners.  ■ 


World  Trade 
and  Economic  Growth 

The  rapid  growth  of  international  trade 
has  been  a  major  feature  of  the  modern 
world  economy.  From  1950  to  1985, 
total  merchandise  exports  increased  in 
volume  terms  by  approximately  780%, 
compared  with  a  rise  in  world  real 
gross  domestic  product  of  about  330%. 
World  trade  as  a  percentage  of  world 
output  doubled  in  20  years,  from  almost 
8%  in  1960  to  almost  16%  in  1980,  and 
has  remained  essentially  the  same  since 
then.  Consequently,  most  countries,  in- 
cluding the  United  States,  have  become 
more  open  to  and  influenced  by  foreign 
trade. 


World  Merchandise  Exports 

and  Gross  Domestic  Product,  1950-85 
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An  Agenda  for  U.S.-Soviet  Cooperation 


by  Richard  H.  Solomon 

Address  at  the  Soviet  Ministry  of 
Foreign  Affairs  in  Moscow  on 
November  2,  1988.  Mr.  Solomon  is  Di- 
rector of  the  Policy  Planning  Staff. 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  address 
senior  diplomats  of  the  Soviet  Ministry 
of  Foreign  Affairs.  Today's  occasion  re- 
ciprocates the  presentation  that  Ambas- 
sador L.  I.  Mendelevich  made  to  the 
U.S.  Department  of  State's  "Open 
Forum"  in  April  of  this  year,  on  the 
occasion  of  the  second  round  of  Soviet- 
American  policy  planning  talks.  His  re- 
marks were  warmly  received  by  my 
American  colleagues.  I  hope  I  can  live 
up  to  his  pathbreaking  example. 

My  remarks  today  are  oriented  to 
the  future — the  future  of  U.S.-Soviet 
relations  in  a  world  undergoing  dra- 
matic changes.  But  let  me  begin  this 
look  forward  with  one  step  backward, 
with  a  brief  recall  of  some  history. 

The  State  Department's  Policy 
Planning  Staff  was  established  in  the 
spring  of  1947  by  then-Secretary  of 
State  George  Marshall — just  after  he 
returned  from  a  trip  to  the  Soviet 
Union,  just  as  the  relationship  we  had 
established  during  the  wartime  alliance 
against  the  Nazis  was  coming  apart. 
The  staffs  first  director,  the  distin- 
guished Sovietologist  George  Kennan, 
and  his  deputy,  the  noted  economist 
and  defense  expert  Paul  Nitze,  were 
present  at  the  creation  of  America's 
postwar  foreign  policy.  They  were 
charged  with  developing  policies  for  the 
economic  reconstruction  of  Europe. 
They  were  also  concerned  with  the  So- 
viet Union's  expanding  international  ac- 
tivity, particularly  in  Eastern  Europe. 
Their  labors  produced  the  Marshall 
Plan  and  the  basic  concepts  for  Amer- 
ica's postwar  defense  strategy. 

Today,  41  years  later,  we  are  again 
at  the  beginning  of  a  new  international 
era.  And  the  Policy  Planning  Staff  has 
a  very  different  agenda  from  that  which 
confronted  Kennan  and  Nitze — one  ori- 
ented to  the  profound  scientific,  eco- 
nomic, and  political  changes  that  are 
transforming  the  global  system.  One  in- 
dicator of  the  depth  of  these  changes  is 
that  U.S.  and  Soviet  policy  planners 
are  now  able  to  sit  down  together  and 
assess  the  meaning  of  these  changes, 
for  the  world  and  for  U.S.-Soviet 
relations. 


One  of  our  concerns,  as  we  look 
toward  the  future,  is  the  "new  political 
thinking"  put  forward  by  President 
Gorbachev  and  Foreign  Minister  Shev- 
ardnadze. Their  bold  and  farsighted 
program  of  reform  for  the  Soviet 
Union,  and  the  dramatic  ferment  it  has 
unleashed  in  your  country,  have  cap- 
tured the  interest  and  the  hopes  of 
many  Americans.  What  kind  of  change 
will  perestroika,  glasnost,  and 
demokratizatsia  bring  to  your  country? 
What  does  it  mean  for  the  United 
States  when  we  are  told  that  Soviet 
foreign  policy  is  no  longer  governed  by 
the  theory  of  "class  struggle"?  And  do 
the  concepts  of  "reasonable  sufficiency" 
and  "nonoffensive  defense"  offer  real 
prospects  for  diminishing  the  military 
confrontation  that  has  burdened  our  re- 
lationship for  the  past  40  years?  The 
form  and  substance  you  give  to  such 
concepts  will  have  an  important  impact 
on  our  own  approach  to  arms  control 
and  to  the  evolution  of  our  relations. 

The  frank  and  productive  dialogue 
that  has  grown  between  Secretary  of 
State  Shultz  and  Foreign  Minister 
Shevardnadze,  and  my  own  free-wheel- 
ing exchanges  with  Ambassador  Men- 
delevich and  his  colleagues,  have 
enhanced  our  understanding  of  this 
"new  thinking."  And  based  on  the  sub- 
stantial progress  made  in  U.S.-Soviet 
relations  in  recent  years,  we  are  now 
able  to  explore  the  following  question: 
In  what  ways  can  our  two  countries  co- 
operate so  as  to  move  us  beyond  the 
confrontations  of  the  cold  war  era? 

Our  "dialogue  of  planners"  is  de- 
signed to  help  answer  this  question. 
"New  thinking"  is  required  on  our  side 
as  well  as  yours.  We  cannot  allow  rigid 
policy  guidelines,  outdated  concepts,  or 
stereotypes  to  prevent  us  from  develop- 
ing new  ways  of  meeting  the  profound 
changes  that  are  taking  place  in  the 
world.  We  cannot  afford  to  be  prisoners 
of  doctrines  developed  generations  ago 
in  very  different  times  and  circum- 
stances. Yet,  we  must  also  be  realists. 
It  will  take  time  and  mutual  efforts  to 
unburden  ourselves  of  the  legacy  of 
decades  of  confrontation. 

Today,  I  would  like  to  share  with 
you  two  future  oriented  aspects  of  our 
dialogue:  first,  our  assessment  of  the 
global  trends  that  require  us  all  to 
adjust  to  a  new  future;  and  second, 


the  kind  of  agenda  for  U.S.-Soviet  re- 
lations that  could  move  us  away  from 
confrontation  and  toward  increasing 
cooperation. 

New  Global  Trends 

Secretary  of  State  Shultz,  in  a  recent 
series  of  speeches,1  has  explored  the 
transformation  of  our  economies  from 
the  agrarian  era  to  the  industrial  age  to 
what  is  now  emerging  as  an  era  of  in- 
formation technologies.  As  policy  plan- 
ners, what  is  particularly  interesting 
about  today's  "information  revolution"  is 
its  profound  impact  on  global  economic, 
political,  and  security  trends. 

I  might  summarize  the  most  evi- 
dent of  these  trends  as  follows. 

•  Scientific  and  economic  power  is 
dispersing  widely  around  the  world. 
Countries  such  as  China,  India,  and  Is- 
rael are  getting  into  the  space  launch 
business.  South  Korea,  Brazil,  and 
Singapore  are  major  producers  of  elec- 
tronic products.  At  the  same  time,  the 
gap  between  the  advanced  countries 
and  the  less  developed,  between  those 
participating  in  the  information  revolu- 
tion and  those  that  are  not,  continues 
to  widen.  Even  as  China  and  India  be- 
come self-sufficient  in  grain  production 
and  develop  high-technology  industries, 
a  major  portion  of  the  African  Conti- 
nent is  increasingly  burdened  with  the 
threat  of  famine,  and  many  of  its  people 
live  generations  away  from  the  world  of 
computers,  industrial  robots,  and  satel- 
lite communications. 

•  This  dispersion  of  power  is  erod- 
ing the  bipolar  world  of  the  1950s  and 
1960s.  China  is  now  moving  to  a  posi- 
tion of  greater  equidistance  in  its  rela- 
tions between  the  United  States  and 
the  U.S.S.R.  New  coalitions  of  states 
are  forming,  especially  on  a  regional 
basis,  to  deal  with  problems  of  eco- 
nomic growth  and  security.  I  have  in 
mind  such  groupings  as  ASEAN  [Asso- 
ciation of  South  East  Asian  Nations]  in 
Southeast  Asia  and  the  Gulf  Coopera- 
tion Council  in  Southwest  Asia.  And 
new  international  institutions  are  being 
created — or  old  ones  are  being 
strengthened — to  deal  with  the  chal- 
lenges of  this  emerging  era. 

•  There  is  a  clear  trend  toward  in- 
terdependence and  integration  on  a 
global  scale.  Satellite  communications 
and  modern  transportation  now  make 
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possible  a  worldwide  financial  market, 
the  cross-national  production  and  mar- 
keting of  industrial  products,  and  in- 
stantaneous global  transmission  of  news 
broadcasts.  Yet,  perhaps  in  reaction  to 
these  trends,  we  also  see  tendencies  to- 
ward economic  protectionism  and  isola- 
tionism— even  in  as  internationalized  a 
country  as  the  United  States. 

•  The  character  of  the  nation-state 
is  being  transformed.  Countries  are  be- 
ing "pulled  apart"  by  the  opposing 
forces  of  national  integration  into  the 
global  economic  and  political  order  and 
by  the  concurrent  trend  toward  de- 
centralization of  domestic  economic 
management  and  political  democratiza- 
tion. Yet,  the  concept  of  state  sov- 
ereignty endures,  even  as  national 
governments  are  increasingly  unable  to 
control  currency  values  or  the  informa- 
tion that  crosses  sovereign  borders 
through  electronic  means,  and  as  they 
find  that  problems  of  security  or  ecol- 
ogy can  be  dealt  with  only  through  co- 
operative measures  with  other  states. 

•  This  trend  toward  global  interde- 
pendence is  also  producing  a  worldwide 
culture  of  common  information  and  ma- 
terial products,  shared  music,  and  com- 
mon cuisine.  At  the  same  time,  we  also 
see  parochial  trends  of  language,  na- 
tionalism, and  religious  fundamentalism 
that,  while  giving  people  a  sense  of 
identity  in  this  era  of  rapid  change,  also 
help  to  fuel  unresolved  ethnic  conflicts 
and  regional  disputes. 

•  We  see  a  worldwide  trend  toward 
political  decentralization  and  a  stress 
on  human  rights.  Military  regimes  and 
highly  centralized  governments  are 
finding  that  they  cannot  deal  with  the 
challenges  and  opportunities  of  this 
emerging  new  era  without  major  politi- 
cal and  economic  reforms.  From 
Argentina  to  El  Salvador,  from  the 
Philippines  to  South  Korea,  there  is  a 
continuing,  if  unstable,  pattern  of  de- 
mocratization. And  in  the  communist 
world — in  China  and  the  Soviet  Union 
in  particular — we  find  concurrent 
efforts  to  adapt  Marxist-Leninist 
political  institutions  to  this  new  era. 

•  And  finally,  despite  the  advances 
in  material  well-being  offered  by  this 
era  of  spreading  high-technology  ca- 
pabilities, there  are  also  sources  of 
greater  insecurity:  the  proliferation  of 
highly  destructive  weaponry — aircraft, 
missiles,  chemical  weapons — and  the 
emergence  of  new  threats  to  personal 
security — the  international  drug  trade, 
terrorism,  and  ecological  damage. 


Earthquake  in  the  Soviet  Union 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
DEC.  8,  19881 

The  President  and  Mrs.  Reagan  tele- 
phoned General  Secretary  and  Mrs. 
Gorbachev  at  the  Soviet  Mission  in 
New  York  this  morning  to  convey  their 
sympathy  at  the  earthquake  in  the  So- 
viet Union  and  to  wish  them  well  on 
their  journey  to  Moscow.  The  Reagans 
spoke  from  the  family  quarters  on  the 
second  floor  of  the  White  House.  The 
President  spoke  to  the  General  Secre- 
tary from  10:21  to  10:28  and  Mrs.  Rea- 
gan spoke  to  Mrs.  Gorbachev  from 
10:28  to  10:34  a.m. 

The  President  told  General  Secre- 
tary Gorbachev:  "I  received  word  last 
night  of  your  early  departure  from  New 
York  and  wanted  to  tell  you  how  sorry 
I  am  that  you  must  leave.  I  fully  under- 
stand, however,  that  you  have  no  choice 
but  to  return  to  your  own  country  and 
be  with  your  people  following  the  early 
morning  earthquake.  I  know  I  speak 
for  all  Americans  when  I  express  my 
deep  personal  sorrow  at  the  loss  of  life 
caused  by  this  earthquake.  We  under- 


stand that  it  was  a  very  serious  one.  If 
there  is  any  way  in  which  we  can  be  of 
assistance,  either  bilaterally  or  through 
the  international  community,  please  let 
me  know.  I  want  to  tell  you  again  how 
much  both  the  Vice  President  and  I  en- 
joyed meeting  with  you  yesterday.  I 
think  it  was  a  very  useful  meeting  for 
both  sides.  I  wish  you  much  success  in 
the  future  and  a  safe  journey  home. 
Godspeed." 

The  General  Secretary  thanked  the 
President  for  his  understanding  and 
condolences. 

Mrs.  Reagan  told  Mrs.  Gorbachev: 
"I  also  wanted  to  convey  to  you  directly 
my  personal  sorrow  and  concern  over 
this  tragedy.  I'm  so  sorry.  If  we  can  do 
anything  at  all  to  help  you,  we're  more 
than  willing  to.  We  look  forward  to 
seeing  you  either  in  the  Soviet  Union 
or  California.  Have  a  safe  trip  back." 

Mrs.  Gorbachev  thanked  Mrs.  Rea- 
gan "for  remembering  us,  for  calling, 
and  for  your  support." 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Dec.  12,  1988. 


As  Soviet  Ambassador  to  the  United  States  Yuriy  Dubinin,  Mrs.  Dubinin,  and  Mrs. 
Reagan  look  on,  President  Reagan  signed  the  condolence  book  at  the  Soviet  Embassy 
for  the  earthquake  victims  in  Armenia. 
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Ambassador  Mendelevich  and  I,  in 
our  productive  exchanges,  largely  agree 
on  this  assessment  of  global  trends.  Yet 
we  have  significant  differences  in  our 
policy  perspectives  on  dealing  with 
these  challenges.  Our  contrasting  views 
could  be  described  as  the  difference 
between  a  "top  down"  approach  to 
problem-solving  and  one  "from  the  bot- 
tom up."  It  is  the  difference  between  a 
"comprehensive  system  of  international 
security"  and  day-by-day  cooperation  to 
combat  terrorism  or  to  constrain  the 
international  arms  trade. 

Despite  these  differences,  our 
shared  analysis  of  global  trends  pro- 
vides the  basis  for  a  U.S. -Soviet 
agenda  designed  to  build  the  founda- 
tions of  a  more  cooperative  relationship. 
Let  me  describe  how  I  see  this  agenda. 

An  Agenda  for  Cooperation 

The  changes  now  underway  in  Soviet 
foreign  and  domestic  policies  have  dra- 
matically expanded  the  working  agenda 
for  U.S. -Soviet  relations  adopted  at  the 
Geneva  summit  in  1985.  Our  dialogue  in 
the  four  areas  of  human  rights  and  hu- 
manitarian affairs,  arms  control,  re- 
gional problems,  and  bilateral  issues  is 
now  intensive  and  increasingly  focused 
on  practical  achievements. 

And  what  is  just  as  important  as 
the  practical  issues  we  are  working  on 
is  that  we  are  gradually  and  carefully 
eroding  the  mistrust  of  the  past  and 
laying  a  foundation  of  mutual  confi- 
dence. Over  time,  this  will  help  us  ex- 
pand our  agenda  of  cooperation.  If  we 
learned  anything  from  the  experience 
of  detente  in  the  1970s,  it  was  that 
trust  cannot  be  manufactured  simply 
through  vague  "agreements  in  princi- 
ple" or  by  high-sounding  exchanges  be- 
tween leaders.  It  must  be  built  from 
the  bottom  up,  issue  by  issue,  and  it 
must  be  fortified  by  continuing  efforts 
to  solve  concrete  problems.  This  is  not 
to  slight  the  importance  of  broad  con- 
cepts which  can  guide  us  toward  the 
future  in  a  time  of  great  change;  yet, 
the  most  durable  foundation  of  mutual 
confidence  will  be  built  by  more  agree- 
ments of  the  sort  now  helping  to  avoid 
incidents  at  sea  and  more  treaties  of 
the  INF  [intermediate-range  nuclear 
forces]  variety,  not  by  new  "codes  of 
conduct"  or  abstract  commitments  to 
"peaceful  coexistence." 

In  assessing  prospects  for  new 
forms  of  U.S. -Soviet  cooperation,  we 
must  recognize  that  we  are  dealing 
with  a  process,  one  that  will  be  pru- 
dent, practical,  and  evolutionary.  We 


are  not  heading  for  utopia.  The  funda- 
mental differences  that  have  divided  us 
in  the  past  are  not  going  to  disappear 
as  if  by  magic.  Our  two  nations  will 
continue  to  be  competitors  and  to  have 
conflicting  interests;  and  our  peoples 
will  continue  to  have  differing  values 
and  outlooks.  Yet,  to  the  extent  that 
we  succeed  in  identifying  common  in- 
terests and  creating  practical  solutions 
to  concrete  problems,  we  can  build  a 
foundation  of  public  support  for  cooper- 
ative efforts.  And  hopes  are  high  in 
many  circles  that  this  is  the  new  direc- 
tion in  which  our  relations  are  headed. 
Let  me  develop  this  perspective  in 
more  detail,  in  terms  of  the  four-part 
agenda. 

First,  human  rights — Human 
rights  is  always  high  on  our  agenda, 
because  the  values  we  associate  with 
the  term  are  essential  to  a  just  and 
peaceful  world,  and  because  the  Ameri- 
can people  give  great  weight  to  human 
rights  concerns  in  our  dealings  with 
other  countries.  Public  support  for  co- 
operative activities  that  our  two  gov- 
ernments might  undertake  rests  on 
concrete  progress  in  the  human  dimen- 
sion of  our  relationship. 

As  we  look  at  the  recent  pattern  of 
Soviet  human  rights  performance,  we 
see  a  moving,  shifting  picture,  not  the 
grim,  frozen  image  which  was  so  long 
in  our  mind's  eye.  This  is  a  vital  area 
which  you  are  now  addressing  in  the 
context  of  your  own  political  and  legal 
reforms.  We  welcome  this  process,  and 
anticipate  further  progress. 

In  this  area,  as  in  others,  the 
United  States  favors  a  realistic,  prob- 
lem-solving approach.  Our  starting 
point  is  the  plight  of  the  individual — 
divided  spouses,  the  refusenik,  the  re- 
ligious believer,  the  dissident  in  a  psy- 
chiatric hospital,  and  the  imprisoned 
human  rights  activist.  Our  interest 
then  extends  to  the  larger  legislative, 
administrative,  and  juridical  framework 
in  which  the  fundamental  rights  of  the 
individual  can  be  protected  and  their 
exercise  given  positive  encouragement. 

We  have  engaged  in  a  practical,  of- 
ficial dialogue  on  human  rights  and  hu- 
manitarian affairs  with  you  for  the  past 
2  years.  This  is  a  remarkable  develop- 
ment in  comparison  with  past  practice, 
and  the  dialogue  is  now  expanding  be- 
yond governmental  channels  to  involve 
parliamentarians,  lawyers,  psychia- 
trists, and  other  interested  private  cit- 
izens. Our  dialogue  gives  real  meaning 
to  glasnost  and  will  facilitate  the  ex- 
pansion of  your  external  relations. 


There  is  still  great  room  for  fur- 
ther developments  both  in  your  reforms 
and  in  our  discussions.  Your  efforts  will 
be  an  important  source  of  the  trust  and 
confidence  we  hope  to  build  into  the 
relationship  in  the  coming  years. 

Next,  security  and  arms  control, 
a  major  area  of  cooperation  and  prog- 
ress in  our  relations — The  recent 
achievement  of  the  INF  Treaty  affirms 
the  value  of  a  concrete,  practical  ap- 
proach to  problem-solving.  Unfortu- 
nately, some  Soviet  arms  control 
proposals  have  been  substantially  less 
practical.  One  example  is  the  notion  of 
creating  a  non-nuclear  world  by  the 
year  2000.  We,  too,  look  forward  to  a 
future  free  of  the  threat  of  nuclear  an- 
nihilation. President  Reagan  and  Gen- 
eral Secretary  Gorbachev  have  agreed 
that  "a  nuclear  war  cannot  be  won  and 
must  never  be  fought."  Yet,  while  we 
share  this  lofty  goal,  the  United  States 
and  its  allies  are  not  about  to  cast 
aside — even  rhetorically — the  system  of 
nuclear  deterrence  that,  like  it  or  not, 
has  kept  the  peace  for  more  than  40 
years. 

We  seek  a  safer,  more  secure 
world.  Yet,  history  would  not  look 
kindly  on  us  if,  in  the  interest  of  elim- 
inating nuclear  weapons,  we  only  made 
the  world  safer  for  conventional  war- 
fare. We  want  not  only  major  reduc- 
tions in  nuclear  arms  but  also  a  more 
stable  balance  in  conventional  arms  at 
the  lowest  possible  levels.  We  want  re- 
ductions that  are  verifiable  as  well  as 
stabilizing.  This  is  not  to  say  we  can  be 
complacent  about  the  risks  of  nuclear 
weapons.  Since  the  1960s,  the  United 
States  has  unilaterally  reduced  its 
stockpile  of  nuclear  weapons  by  33% 
and  our  total  megatonnage  by  75%. 

In  the  period  ahead,  we  should 
complete  the  negotiation  on  50%  reduc- 
tions in  strategic  offensive  forces.  And 
it  is  now  time  to  give  serious  thought 
to  where  the  broad  range  of  arms  con- 
trol discussions  now  underway — on 
strategic  arms,  defenses,  testing,  con- 
ventional weapons,  chemical  arms,  and 
missile  proliferation — is  taking  us.  We 
have  a  unique  opportunity  to  give  con- 
crete meaning  to  the  goal  of  "strategic 
stability" — in  part  by  considering 
whether  strategic  defenses  can  in  time 
be  used  to  enhance  stability. 

We  are  learning  from  the  experi- 
ence of  INF  verification  that  the  proc- 
ess of  building  trust  is  dynamic  and 
evolutionary.  Patterns  of  openness  and 
cooperation  on  sensitive  military  mat- 
ters are  growing  as  we  implement  the 
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treaty.  Direct  contacts  between  our  mil- 
itary officials,  such  as  those  that  have 
occurred  at  senior  levels  in  recent 
months,  can  have  a  profound  effect  in 
building  confidence  and  making  possible 
further  efforts  to  solve  practical 
problems. 

I  mentioned  at  the  outset  of  these 
remarks  the  global  trend  toward  pro- 
liferation of  high-technology  weaponry. 
The  Iran-Iraq  war  taught  us  all  many 
lessons  about  the  destructiveness  and 
the  ready  availability  from  many 
sources  of  high-performance  aircraft, 
missiles  of  all  varieties,  and  even  chem- 
ical weapons.  Arms  control  is  no  longer 
the  exclusive  concern  of  the  major 
powers — not  that  it  ever  was.  Yet,  the 
example  of  our  concrete  achievements 
in  limiting  nuclear  and  conventional 
weapons  will  be  a  powerful  example  to 
others. 

We  now  face  many  additional  chal- 
lenges to  cooperate — among  ourselves 
and  with  others — in  efforts  to  limit  or 
eliminate  the  proliferation  of  this  ad- 
vanced weaponry.  We  also  must  cooper- 
ate in  dealing  with  such  unconventional 
security  threats  as  terrorsim  and  the 
international  drug  trade.  As  we  con- 
front these  issues,  we  will  have  to  re- 
solve a  variety  of  daunting  problems, 
such  as  appropriate  organizational 
forms  for  restricting  the  international 
arms  market,  and  the  most  effective 
ways  to  verify  the  absence  of  chemical 
weapons.  And  we  are  just  beginning  to 
confront  the  substantial  costs  of  ver- 
ification regimes  and  peacekeeping 
forces  which  support  our  efforts  to  re- 
solve regional  conflicts.  Arms  control, 
we  are  discovering  through  practice,  is 
as  expensive  as  it  is  worthwhile.  And 
we  should  not  create  illusions  that  nu- 
clear disarmament  will  free  up  large 
amounts  of  funding  for  economic 
development. 

Which  brings  me  to  the  third 
element  of  our  cooperative  agenda: 
regional  conflicts — Over  the  past  2 
years  we  have  achieved  levels  of  mutual 
understanding  that  were  quite  unimag- 
inable at  the  time  we  decided  in  Geneva 
in  1985  to  embark  on  regional  experts 
consultations.  And  we  have  made  sig- 
nificant progress  on  some  of  the 
conflicts  that  have  long  engendered  dis- 
trust in  our  relations — most  notably 
Afghanistan  and  southern  Africa. 

Yet,  we  must  be  clear  eyed  about 
what  we  have  accomplished  and  what 
remains  to  be  done.  We  are  making 
some  progress  in  disengaging  the  East- 
West  confrontation  from  several  of  the 
many  regional  conflicts  that  continue  to 
trouble  our  world.  This  is  no  small 


achievement,  although  much  work  re- 
mains to  be  done  in  such  areas  as 
Korea,  Indochina,  and  Central  Amer- 
ica. We  look  forward  to  further  bold 
and  farsighted  Soviet  decisions  such  as 
the  one  your  leadership  made  regarding 
Afghanistan.  We  await  signs  of  "new 
thinking"  in  your  approach  to  Central 
America,  as  well  as  indications  of 
perestroika  and  glasnost  in  Cuba,  Nic- 
aragua, North  Korea,  and  Vietnam. 

We  have  been  less  successful  in 
promoting  political  settlements  among 
the  warring  parties  to  regional  or  local 
disputes.  Moscow  and  Washington  can- 
not determine  the  outcome  of  internal 
political  conflicts,  and  an  approach 
which  assumes  we  can  impose  settle- 
ments is  bound  to  fail.  Yet,  we  should 
persist  in  our  efforts  to  promote  na- 
tional reconciliation,  realizing  that  our 
influence  will  be  limited  and  that  other 
parties  may  usefully  substitute  for  our 
involvement. 

The  United  Nations  can  play  a  role 
in  facilitating  the  resolution  of  such 
conflicts,  but  two  things  must  happen 
first.  The  parties  to  a  dispute  must 
genuinely  want  the  help  of  the  United 
Nations;  and  the  UN  member  states — 
especially  those  on  the  Security  Coun- 
cil— must  agree  on  concrete  actions  for 
peacemaking. 

We  can  draw  satisfaction  from  the 
fact  that  we  have  now  moved  a  number 
of  regional  disputes  from  overt  conflict 
to  a  process  of  political  resolution.  The 
challenge  for  the  future  will  be  whether 
we  can  prevent  U.S. -Soviet  differences 
from  becoming  caught  up  in  regional 
conflicts  yet  to  emerge.  And  that  test 
will  have  an  especially  important  bear- 
ing on  our  ability  to  broaden  our  coop- 
erative agenda. 

Finally,  the  bilateral  dimension 
of  our  agenda  has  produced  most  of 
the  agreements  that  have  been  signed 
at  ministerial  meetings  and  summits 
in  the  past  2  years.  None  has  been  as 
dramatic  as  the  INF  Treaty,  but  taken 
together  they  form  the  building  blocks 
of  a  more  constructive  relationship. 

As  perestroika  advances,  we  are 
finding  new  areas  of  common  interest 
for  practical  cooperation.  Cultural  and 
scientific  exchanges  have  expanded  dra- 
matically in  the  last  2  years.  And  our 
bilateral  trade  and  economic  relations 
are  also  likely  to  expand  as  the  Soviet 
economy  shifts  toward  a  market 
orientation. 

We  must  recognize,  however,  that 
economic  success  in  today's  world  does 
not  come  with  membership  in  this  or 
that  international  organization.  It  is 


based  on  being  competitive  in  a  rapidly 
changing  global  marketplace;  it  comes 
with  producing  goods  and  services  that 
are  world  class  in  quality.  Achieving 
these  objectives  will  depend  largely  on 
the  progress  of  your  reforms.  Many  na- 
tions before  you  have  discovered  that 
there  are  no  easy  solutions  to  such  fun- 
damental problems  as  price  reform  or 
currency  convertibility;  yet  they  are 
the  basis  of  your  integration  into  the 
international  economy. 

Limitations  and  Responsibilities 

In  conclusion,  Americans  draw  great 
hope  from  the  remarkable  progress 
made  in  U.S. -Soviet  relations  since  the 
Geneva  summit  of  1985.  We  now  have 
before  us  new  opportunities  to  resolve 
a  broad  range  of  problems  that  have 
long  troubled  our  relationship,  and  to 
build  new  patterns  of  cooperation.  In 
January  of  1989,  a  new  American  Ad- 
ministration will  inherit  a  rich  agenda 
for  U.S. -Soviet  relations  and  a 
strengthened  foundation  of  public  sup- 
port for  continuity  along  the  road  that 
was  opened  3  years  ago  by  President 
Reagan  and  General  Secretary 
Gorbachev. 

All  the  same,  we  must  be  realistic 
about  the  limits  of  cooperation.  What 
are  the  limits?  First  and  foremost,  we 
will  remain  competitors  with  conflicting 
interests  in  some  very  fundamental  re- 
spects. We  are  certainly  not  going  to 
abandon  our  alliances,  or  our  defenses, 
even  as  we  strive  to  lower  and  stabilize 
the  level  of  military  confrontation.  We 
will  continue  to  have  differences  of  view 
about  how  to  organize  national  econo- 
mies and  the  international  economic 
order.  We  each  see  advantages  to  being 
participants  in  a  vigorously  expanding 
global  economy;  yet  success  in  that 
economy  is  a  function  of  our  respective 
abilities  to  adjust  to  an  increasingly 
competitive,  market-oriented  world  eco- 
nomic system. 

We  will  continue  to  have  fundamen- 
tal differences  about  the  relationship 
between  the  state  and  the  individual. 
Yet,  both  our  governments  have  made 
international  commitments  to  respect 
fundamental  human  rights  and  provide 
conditions  where  these  rights  can  be 
fiflty  exercised.  Now  the  challenge 
is  to  thoroughly  implement  those 
agreements. 

We  must  also  deal  promptly  and 
wisely  with  the  political  tensions  which 
arise  all  too  readily  as  a  consequence  of 
the  dispersal  of  economic  and  scientific 
power  and  of  the  growing  multipolarity 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/February  1989 


41 


EUROPE 


of  the  world.  For  example,  the  United 
States  will  continue  to  improve  its  rela- 
tions with  the  states  of  Eastern  Eu- 
rope. This  is  natural  and  should  be 
understood  as  without  threat  to  the  So- 
viet Union's  interests  in  the  region.  In 
similar  fashion,  as  the  Soviet  Union  de- 
velops its  relations  with  Western  Eu- 
rope, we  expect  that  Soviet  leaders 
will  recognize  U.S.  interests  in  the 
"common  European  home."  Rapid 
change  always  heightens  uneasiness, 
and  our  official  dialogue  will  be  all  the 
more  important  for  dispelling  mistrust. 

Some  countries  may  not  always  re- 
act positively  to  new  forms  of  U.S. -So- 
viet cooperation.  Some  may  exaggerate 
in  their  own  minds  the  extent  of  U.S.- 
Soviet "collusion,"  and  they  may  seek 
to  resist  our  cooperative  efforts.  Should 
these  concerns  arise,  they  must  be  ad- 
dressed. Our  task  will  be  to  reassure 
allies  and  friends  that  improvements  in 
U.S. -Soviet  relations  will  not  come  at 
the  expense  of  older  and  deeper  friend- 
ships and  alliance  commitments. 

And,  as  Ambassador  Mendelevich 
suggested  last  spring  to  [the  Depart- 
ment's] "Open  Forum"  audience,  our 
two  countries  have  a  special  responsi- 
bility to  manage  our  differences  so  that 
we  compete  without  becoming  hostile 
adversaries,  and  we  must  seek  new 
opportunities  to  transform  our  re- 
lationship from  that  of  opponents  to 
partners. 

Recognizing  these  limitations  on 
U.S. -Soviet  relations  and  our  special 
responsibilities,  it  is  our  unique  oppor- 
tunity as  policy  planners  to  identify 
areas  of  cooperation  which  will  enhance 
our  national  interests  and  international 
security.  We  must  strive — as  Ambas- 
sador Mendelevich  has  suggested — to 
make  the  process  of  improving  Soviet- 
American  relations  irreversible  this 
time.  Our  common  goal  must  be  to  at- 
tempt to  redirect  our  competition  into 
areas  that  are  less  threatening  to  our 
mutual  security  and  to  find  cooperative 
ways  to  build  the  better  world  we  each 
seek. 
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The  Defense  Ministers  of  the  North 
Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  (NATO) 
met  in  Brussels  December  1-2,  1988. 
The  United  States  was  represented  by 
Secretary  of  Defense  Frank  C.  Carlucci 
III.  Following  is  the  text  of  the  final 
communique  issued  December  2. 

1.  The  Defense  Planning  Committee  of  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization  met  in 
ministerial  session  in  Brussels  on  1st  and 
2nd  December  1988. 

2.  We  reaffirmed  our  commitment  to 
preserve  the  peace,  freedom  and  common 
security  of  the  Alliance  through  effective 
deterrence  and  defense  and,  on  this  basis, 
to  pursue  our  arms  control  objectives  of 
enhancing  security  and  stability  at  lower 
levels  of  forces.  Only  by  maintaining  ade- 
quate military  strength  and  political  soli- 
darity will  we  be  able  to  continue  to  meet 
with  confidence  the  challenge  of  the  new 
opportunities  for  dialogue  and  broader  co- 
operation with  the  East,  including  arms 
control. 

3.  In  this  respect,  we  welcome  and  are 
encouraged  by  the  signs  of  change  in  the 
policies  of  the  Soviet  Union,  under  the 
leadership  of  Mr.  Gorbachev,  and  of  some 
other  members  of  the  Warsaw  Pact.  These 
offer  the  potential  for  improved  and  pro- 
gressively more  stable  East-West  rela- 
tions. However,  the  Soviet  Union,  despite 
its  declared  intention  of  moving  towards  a 
defensive  doctrine,  maintains  a  formidable 
array  of  nuclear  and  conventional  forces. 
These  continue  to  be  modernized  at  a 
steady  and  impressive  rate  and  are  struc- 
tured and  deployed  for  offensive  opera- 
tions. We  have,  as  yet,  seen  no  evidence  of 
relaxation  in  the  scale  of  the  Soviet  Union's 
military  effort  which  continues  to  absorb 
an  estimated  15  per  cent  to  17  per  cent  of 
its  GNP  and  remains  the  reality  against 
which  we  must  measure  our  own  defenses. 
We,  therefore,  call  upon  the  Soviet  Union 
to  make  changes  in  its  military  capabilities 
consistent  with  its  declared  policies. 

4.  Central  to  our  discussions  has  been 
the  need  for  all  Alliance  members  to  share 
equitably  the  roles,  risks  and  respon- 
sibilities, as  well  as  the  benefits,  of  our 
collective  defense.  This  fundamental  princi- 
ple was  the  basis  for  the  preparation  of  a 
wide-ranging  and  major  report  on  enhanc- 
ing NATO's  collective  security.  This  report, 
which  we  have  agreed  and  which  has  been 
published,  addresses  the  perceptions  and 
realities  involved  in  the  fair  sharing  of  the 
burdens  and  the  benefits  of  Alliance  mem- 
bership. It  concludes  that,  as  the  Alliance 
approaches  its  40th  anniversary,  its 
strength  and  cohesion  remain  as  firm  as 
ever  with  major  contributions  being  made 


by  both  the  European  and  North  American 
pillars  of  the  Alliance.  Nevertheless,  the 
report  has  also  shown  that  there  are  signif- 
icant variations  among  countries  in  the 
scale  and  nature  of  their  contributions  and 
has  identified  a  number  of  areas  where  fur- 
ther improvements  could  be  made  to 
strengthen  the  Alliance's  defense 
capability. 

5.  The  report  emphasizes  the  need  to 
provide  adequate  resources  for  defense  and 
to  use  them  as  efficiently  as  possible.  Our 
decisions  on  the  rebasing  and  common 
funding  arrangements  for  the  United 
States'  401st  Tactical  Fighter  Wing  in  Italy, 
in  continued  support  of  the  Southern  Re- 
gion, and  the  co-operative  effort  leading  to 
the  establishment  of  a  NATO  Composite 
Force  for  the  Northern  Region  are  two  re- 
cent examples  of  our  collective  resolve  in 
this  respect.  In  addition,  we  have  agreed 
that  a  study  should  be  undertaken  by  the 
NATO  Military  Authorities  with  the  coun- 
tries concerned  on  how  to  enhance  the  ef- 
fectiveness and  availability  of  operational 
capabilities  of  the  European  forces  in  the 
Northern  Army  Group  area  which  will  ex- 
amine the  feasibility  of  forming  a  multina- 
tional division.  The  report  also  concludes 
that  sustained  public  support  for  defense 
and  security  will  continue  to  be  of  funda- 
mental importance.  In  this  context,  we 
considered  the  problem  of  how  to  ensure 
that  our  forces  continue  to  receive  the  nec- 
essary level  of  training  while  seeking  to 
minimize  the  impact  on  our  publics.  We  are 
determined  to  meet  fully  the  demanding 
challenges  identified  by  the  report.  We  will 
periodically  review  progress  as  part  of  our 
regular  planning  process. 

6.  At  the  recent  meeting  of  the  Nu- 
clear Planning  Group  in  The  Hague,  we 
expressed  our  views  on  the  nuclear  re- 
quirements of  Alliance  strategy  and  on  the 
work  underway  to  ensure  the  continued 
credibility  of  NATO's  nuclear  deterrent 
posture.  At  our  present  meeting,  we  con- 
centrated attention  on  conventional  forces 
and,  in  this  context,  reaffirmed  our  com- 
mitment to  enhance  the  effectiveness  of 
this  equally  essential  component  of  our 
strategy.  Our  discussion  of  the  Annual  De- 
fense Review  underlined  that  the  aims  we 
defined  under  the  Conventional  Defense 
Improvements  (CDI)  initiative  remain  cru- 
cial, particularly  in  the  present  era  of  con- 
strained defense  resources.  We  welcomed 
the  further  progress  that  has  been  made 
towards  redressing  key  deficiencies  in  our 
conventional  forces,  which  has  been 
achieved  in  part  by  applying  our  resources 
with  greater  efficiency  to  the  agreed  pri- 
ority areas;  although  we  noted  that  much 
more  remains  to  be  done.  In  this  context, 
we  agreed  that  it  is  essential  that  coun- 
tries make  every  effort  to  meet  those  force 
goals  most  relevant  to  CDI. 
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7.  We  adopted  the  NATO  Force  Plan 
for  1989-1993,  and  we  reaffirmed  our  com- 
mitment to  maintain,  and  where  necessary 
augment,  the  momentum  of  the  CDI  pro- 
gramme and  thus  redress  existing  short- 
falls. This  is  an  important  challenge  to  the 
Alliance:  we  must  seek  not  only  to  increase 
the  resources  available  for  defense  but  also 
obtain  greater  value  for  the  money  we  de- 
vote to  defense.  To  this  end.  we  are  deter- 
mined to  further  our  concerted  efforts 
towards  increased  co-operation  in  order  to 
achieve  collective  improvements  which  are 
beyond  the  resources  of  individual 
countries. 

8.  We  welcomed  the  progress  being 
made  in  the  participation  of  Spain  in  Al- 
liance defense  planning  and  the  approval  of 
the  guidelines  for  the  development  of  co- 
ordination agreements  between  the  Major 
NATO  Commanders  and  the  Spanish  Mili- 
tary Authorities  for  Spain's  military  contri- 
bution to  the  common  defense  outside  the 
integrated  military  structure. 

9.  We  stressed  the  need  to  enhance 
Alliance  efforts  to  increase  the  overall  level 
of  assistance  to  Greece,  Portugal  and  Tur- 
key. In  this  respect.  Military  Assistance 
Requirements  which  we  have  introduced 
into  our  defense  planning  process  this  year 
will  focus  attention  on  the  specific  needs  of 
these  countries.  We  welcomed  the  exami- 
nation that  is  now  in  hand  of  assistance 
through  research  and  cost-sharing  arrange- 
ments within  armaments  projects,  and  we 
look  forward  to  early  results.  We  will  con- 
tinue to  explore,  in  the  context  of  fair 
sharing  of  roles,  risks  and  responsibilities 
in  the  Alliance,  opportunities  that  such  ar- 
rangements might  offer  for  broadening  the 
basis  of  assistance. 

10.  We  noted  with  particular  satisfac- 
tion that  the  trial  of  a  NATO  Conventional 
Armaments  Planning  System  (NATO 
CAPS)  is  proceeding  well.  We  reaffirmed 
our  commitment  to  the  success  of  this 
important  Alliance  initiative.  The  Alliance 
has  continued  its  work  in  a  range  of  co- 
operative armaments  projects,  including 
those  being  pursued  as  a  result  of  United 
States  legislation.  These  endeavors,  con- 
ducted on  the  basis  of  fair  and  equitable 
trade  practices  among  all  the  Allies,  have 
the  potential  to  improve  substantially  effi- 
ciency and  economy  in  equipping  our  con- 
ventional forces,  thus  contributing  to 
Alliance  strength,  cohesion  and  solidarity. 
We  continue  to  attach  great  importance  to 
the  sharing  of  technology  among  the  mem- 
ber countries  of  the  Alliance  and  to  the 
protection  of  militarily  relevant  technology. 

11.  Concluding  our  regular  Biennial 
Review  of  the  NATO  Common  Funded  In- 
frastructure Programme,  we  agreed  an  ini- 
tial commitment  to  the  first  two  years 
(1991  and  1992)  of  the  next  six-year  Slice 
Group  which  will  be  sufficient  to  maintain 
the  current  real  rate  of  NATO  infrastruc- 
ture programming.  In  this  context,  we 
agreed  to  provide  additional  funding  for 
the  NATO  Common  Infrastructure  Pro- 


gramme to  accommodate  the  relocation  of 
the  United  States'  401st  Tactical  Fighter 
Wing  from  Spain  to  Italy. 

12.  Arms  control  is  an  integral  part  of 
our  security  policy.  We  reaffirmed  that  we 
will  continue  to  explore  all  opportunities, 
consistent  with  our  security  requirements, 
for  effectively  verifiable  arms  control 
agreements.  In  Europe  the  conventional 
disparities,  as  evidenced  in  the  facts  and 
figures  on  conventional  forces  published  by 
the  Alliance  on  25th  November,  remain  at 
the  core  of  our  concerns,  and  this  field  of- 
fers the  greatest  potential  for  enhancing 
security.  Our  objective  is  to  establish  a  se- 
cure and  stable  balance  of  forces  at  lower 
levels  through  the  elimination  of  disparities 
and,  as  a  matter  of  priority,  the  Warsaw 
Pact  capability  for  launching  surprise  at- 


tack and  initiating  large-scale  offensive  ac- 
tion. We,  therefore,  look  forward  to  the 
early  commencement  of  Conventional  Sta- 
bility Talks  covering  Europe  from  the  At- 
lantic to  the  Urals  following  a  substantial 
and  balanced  outcome  to  the  Vienna  Fol- 
low-up Meeting  of  the  Conference  on  Se- 
curity and  Co-operation  in  Europe.  Until 
then  the  MBFR  [mutual  and  balanced  force 
reductions]  negotiations  will  continue. 

13.  We  remain  determined  to  sustain 
our  efforts  to  provide  the  necessary  nu- 
clear and  conventional  forces  of  sufficient 
quantity,  quality  and  diversity  to  ensure 
the  continued  credibility  of  the  Alliance's 
strategy  of  flexible  response  and  forward 
defense.  ■ 


North  Atlantic  Council  Session 
Held  in  Brussels 


Secretary  Shultz  attended  the  reg- 
ular semiannual  session  of  the  North 
Atlantic  Council  ministerial  meeting 
in  Brussels  December  8-9,  1988.  Fol- 
lowing are  the  texts  of  a  statement  on 
conventional  arms  control,  the  final 
communique,  extracts  from  the  min- 
utes of  the  meeting,  and  Secretary 
Shultz's  news  conference  held  at  the  end 
of  the  meeting. 


STATEMENT  ON  CONVENTIONAL 
ARMS  CONTROL, 

DEC.  8,  19881 

1.  In  their  statement  "Conventional 
Arms  Control:  The  Way  Ahead,"  the 
Heads  of  State  and  Government  par- 
ticipating in  the  meeting  of  the  North 
Atlantic  Council  in  March  1988  empha- 
sized that  the  imbalance  in  conventional 
forces  remains  at  the  core  of  Europe's 
security  concerns.  We  shall  be  present- 
ing specific  proposals  at  the  negotiating 
table  to  redress  this  imbalance. 

2.  We  look  forward  to  the  early 
commencement  of  the  two  negotiations 
we  have  proposed:  one  on  conventional 
stability  between  the  23  members  of 
the  two  military  Alliances  in  Europe 
and  one  on  confidence-  and  security- 
building  measures  among  all  35  signato- 
ries of  the  Helsinki  Final  Act. 

3.  In  these  negotiations,  we  will  be 
guided  by: 


•  The  conviction  that  the  existing 
military  confrontation  is  the  result,  not 
the  cause,  of  the  painful  division  of 
Europe; 

•  The  principle  of  the  indivisible  se- 
curity of  all  our  nations.  We  shall  reject 
calls  for  partial  security  arrangements 
or  proposals  aimed  at  separate 
agreements: 

•  The  hope  that  the  new  thinking  in 
the  Soviet  Union  will  open  the  way  for 
mutual  agreement  on  realistic,  mili- 
tarily significant  and  verifiable  arrange- 
ments which  enhance  security  at  lower 
levels. 

Towards  Stability 

4.  The  major  threat  to  stability  in  Eu- 
rope comes  from  those  weapons  sys- 
tems which  are  capable  of  counting 
large-scale  offensive  operations  and  of 
seizing  and  holding  territory.  These 
are,  above  all,  main  battle  tanks,  artil- 
lery and  armored  troop  carriers.  It  is 
in  these  very  systems  that  the  East  has 
such  a  massive  preponderance.  Indeed, 
the  Soviet  Union  itself  possesses  more 
tanks  and  artillery  than  all  the  other 
members  of  the  Warsaw  Pact  and  the 
Alliance  combined.  And  they  are  con- 
centrated in  a  manner  which  raises 
grave  concerns  about  the  strategy 
which  they  are  intended  to  support,  as 
well  as  their  role  in  maintaining  the 
division  of  Europe. 
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5.  The  reductions  announced  by  the 
Soviet  Union  are  a  positive  contribution 
to  correcting  this  situation.  They  indi- 
cate the  seriousness  with  which  the 
conventional  imbalances,  which  we  have 
long  highlighted  as  a  key  problem  of 
European  security,  are  now  also  ad- 
dressed by  the  Soviet  government.  We 
also  welcome  the  declared  readiness  of 
the  Soviet  Union  to  adjust  their  force 
posture.  The  important  thing  is  now  to 
build  on  these  hopeful  developments  at 
the  negotiating  table  in  order  to  correct 
the  large  asymmetries  that  will  still  re- 
main and  to  secure  a  balance  at  lower 
levels  of  forces.  For  this,  it  will  be  nec- 
essary to  deal  with  the  location,  na- 
tionality and  the  state  of  readiness  of 
forces,  as  well  as  their  numbers.  Our 
proposals  will  address  these  issues  in 
the  following  specific  ways: 

•  We  shall  propose  an  overall  limit 
on  the  total  holdings  of  armaments  in 
Europe.  This  limit  should  be  substan- 
tially lower  than  existing  levels,  in  the 
case  of  tanks  close  to  a  half.  This  would 
mean  an  overall  limit  of  about  40,000 
tanks. 

•  In  our  concept  of  stability,  no 
country  should  be  able  to  dominate  the 
continent  by  force  of  arms.  We  shall, 
therefore,  also  propose  that  no  country 
should  be  entitled  to  possess  more  than 
a  fixed  proportion,  such  as  30  percent, 
of  the  total  holdings  in  Europe  of  the  23 
participants  in  each  equipment  cate- 
gory. In  the  case  of  tanks,  this  would 
result  in  an  entitlement  of  no  more  than 
about  12,000  tanks  for  any  one  country. 

•  Limiting  numbers  and  nationality 
of  forces  would  not  by  itself  affect  the 
stationing  of  forces  on  other  countries' 
territory.  Stationed  forces,  particularly 
those  in  active  combat  units,  are  espe- 
cially relevant  to  surprise  attack.  We 
shall  propose  limits  on  such  forces. 

•  Our  proposal  will  apply  to  the 
whole  of  Europe.  In  order  to  avoid  un- 
due concentration  of  these  weapon  cate- 
gories in  certain  areas  of  Europe,  we 
shall  propose  appropriate  sub-limits. 

6.  To  buttress  the  resulting  reduc- 
tions in  force  levels  in  the  whole  of  Eu- 
rope, we  shall  propose  stabilizing 
measures.  These  could  include  meas- 
ures of  transparency,  notifications  and 
constraint  applied  to  the  deployment, 
movement  and  levels  of  readiness  of 
conventional  armed  forces,  which  in- 
clude conventional  armaments  and 
equipment. 


7.  Finally,  we  shall  require  a 
rigorous  and  reliable  regime  for  moni- 
toring and  verification.  This  would  in- 
clude the  periodic  exchange  of  detailed 
data  about  forces  and  deployments  and 
the  right  to  conduct  on-site  inspections. 

Towards  Transparency 

8.  Greater  transparency  is  an  essential 
requirement  for  real  stability.  There- 
fore, within  the  framework  of  the 
CSCE  [Conference  on  Security  and  Co- 
operation in  Europe]  process,  the  nego- 
tiations on  confidence-  and  security- 
building  measures  form  an  essential 
complement  to  those  on  conventional 
stability.  We  are  encouraged  thus  far 
by  the  successful  implementation  of  the 
Stockholm  Document,  and  we  consider 
that  the  momentum  must  be 
maintained. 

9.  In  order  to  create  transparency 
of  military  organization,  we  plan  to  in- 
troduce a  proposal  for  a  wide-ranging, 
comprehensive  annual  exchange  of  in- 
formation concerning  military  organiza- 
tion, manpower  and  equipment,  as  well 
as  major  weapon  deployment  programs. 
To  evaluate  this  information,  we  will 
propose  modalities  for  the  establish- 
ment of  a  random  evaluation  system. 

10.  In  addition,  in  order  to  build  on 
the  success  of  the  Stockholm  Document 
and  to  create  greater  transparency  of 
military  activities,  we  will  propose 
measures  in  areas  such  as: 

•  More  detailed  information  with 
regard  to  the  notification  of  military 
exercises; 

•  Improvements  in  the  arrange- 
ments for  observing  military  activities; 

•  Greater  openness  and  predictabil- 
ity about  military  activities; 

•  A  strengthening  of  the  regime  for 
ensuring  compliance  and  verification. 

11.  Finally,  we  shall  propose  addi- 
tional measures  designed  to  improve 
contacts  and  communications  between 
participating  states  in  the  military 
field;  to  enhance  access  for  military 
staffs  and  media  representatives;  and  to 
increase  mutual  understanding  of  mili- 
tary capabilities,  behavior  and  force 
postures.  We  will  also  propose 
modalities  for  an  organized  exchange  of 
views  on  military  doctrine  tied  to  ac- 
tual force  structures,  capabilities  and 
dispositions  in  Europe. 


A  Vision  for  Europe 

12.  We  will  pursue  these  distinct  nego- 
tiations within  the  framework  of  the 
CSCE  process,  because  we  believe  that 
a  secure  peace  cannot  be  achieved  with- 
out steady  progress  on  all  aspects  of 
the  confrontation  which  has  divided 
Europe  for  more  than  four  decades. 
Moreover,  redressing  the  disparity  in 
conventional  forces  in  Europe  would  re- 
move an  obstacle  to  the  achievement  of 
the  better  political  relationship  between 
all  states  of  Europe  to  which  we  aspire. 
Conventional  arms  control  must,  there- 
fore, be  seen  as  part  of  a  dynamic  proc- 
ess which  addresses  the  military, 
political  and  human  aspects  of  this 
division. 

13.  The  implementation  of  our  pres- 
ent proposals  and  of  those  we  are  mak- 
ing for  further  confidence-  and  security- 
building  measures  will  involve  a  quan- 
tum improvement  in  European  security. 
We  will  wish  to  agree  and  implement 
them  as  soon  as  possible.  In  the  light  of 
their  implementation,  we  would  then  be 
willing  to  contemplate  further  steps  to 
enhance  stability  and  security  in  Eu- 
rope, for  example: 

•  Further  reductions  or  limitations 
of  conventional  armaments  and 
equipment; 

•  The  restructuring  of  armed  forces 
to  enhance  defensive  capabilities  and 
further  reduce  offensive  capabilities. 

Our  vision  remains  that  of  a  conti- 
nent where  military  forces  only  exist  to 
prevent  war  and  to  ensure  self-defense, 
not  for  the  purpose  of  initiating  aggres- 
sion or  for  political  or  military 
intimidation. 


FINAL  COMMUNIQUE, 
DEC.  9,  19882 

1.  Our  meeting  has  taken  place  amid  clear 
signs  of  change  in  the  internal  and  external 
policies  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  of  some  of 
its  allies.  Promising  prospects  are  opening 
up  for  an  improved  East-West  dialogue.  We 
are  encouraged  by  this  trend  which,  if  sus- 
tained, would  provide  us  with  an  unprece- 
dented opportunity  to  shape  a  better 
international  environment  reflecting  our 
basic  values  and  the  aspirations  of  our 
peoples. 

Among  the  most  promising  recent  de- 
velopments is  the  address  made  by  Presi- 
dent Gorbachev  at  the  43rd  UN  General 
Assembly,  which  indicates  the  extent  of 
change  in  Soviet  policies. 
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We  will  continue  to  seize  every  oppor- 
tunity to  co-operate  in  the  search  for  polit- 
ical solutions  to  East-West  differences, 
with  a  view  to  promoting  our  ultimate  aim 
of  a  just  and  lasting  peaceful  order  in 
Europe. 

2.  In  the  pursuit  of  this  endeavor,  we 
look  for  further  tangible  and  lasting 
changes  addressing  directly  the  issues  di- 
viding East  and  West.  We  reiterate  our 
willingness  to  work  closely  with  the  Soviet 
Union  and  its  allies  in  the  search  for  ways 
to  ease  and  finally  overcome  the  painful 
division  of  Europe. 

We  will  continue  to  evaluate  closely 
the  current  developments  in  Eastern  Eu- 
rope, where  pressures  for  movement  to- 
wards political  and  economic  reform  are 
mounting.  While  welcoming  progress 
achieved  in  certain  areas,  we  need  to  take  a 
realistic  view  of  developments.  The  Soviet 
Union  and  other  Eastern  countries  still 
have  to  meet  fully  their  obligations  on 
human  rights.  Nevertheless,  we  are  en- 
couraged by  the  recent  introduction  or 
announcement  of  important  measures  in 
this  field.  In  the  defense  area,  we  express 
the  hope  that  President  Gorbachev's  ad- 
dress also  represents  the  starting  point  of 
a  new  approach  by  the  Soviet  Union  to  the 
size  and  structure  of  their  military  forces 
and  programs,  which  both  in  the  nuclear 
and  conventional  fields  still  exceed  any 
reasonable  defense  need. 

3.  Our  approach  to  these  developments 
will  continue  to  be  based  on: 

•  The  validity  of  the  Harmel  Report 
with  its  two  complementary  and  mutually 
reinforcing  principles,  adequate  military 
strength  and  political  solidarity  and,  on 
that  basis,  the  search  for  constructive  di- 
alogue and  co-operation,  including  arms 
control; 

•  The  common  interests,  as  well  as  the 
historical,  cultural  and  moral  values,  that 
tie  the  United  States,  Canadian  and  Euro- 
pean members  of  our  Alliance  indivisibly 
together;  these  are  at  the  basis  of  the  com- 
mitment of  the  North  American  democ- 
racies to  the  preservation  of  peace  and 
security  in  Europe.  A  free,  independent 
and  increasingly  united  Europe  is  vital  to 
North  America's  security; 

•  The  continuing  validity  of  our  strat- 
egy of  deterrence  for  the  prevention  of  war 
in  the  terms  set  out  in  the  declaration  of 
our  Heads  of  State  and  Government  at 
their  Summit  Meeting  of  March  of  this 
year; 

•  Our  firm  resolve  to  maintain  the 
strategic  unity  of  the  Alliance  and  the 
principle  of  indivisibility  of  security. 

4.  The  security  policy  of  the  Alliance 
embraces  a  broad  spectrum  of  political  as 
well  as  military  concerns.  We  attach  par- 
ticular importance  to  the  CSCE  process, 
which  provides  a  road  map  for  stable  and 
constructive  relations  between  East  and 
West  and  for  a  dynamic  evolution  in  Eu- 
rope. We  note  with  regret  that  a  number  of 


governments  in  the  East  still  continue  to 
ignore  important  provisions  of  the  Helsinki 
Final  Act  and  the  Madrid  Concluding  Doc- 
ument; full  implementation  of  the  under- 
takings contained  in  these  documents, 
including  full  respect  for  human  rights,  is 
an  essential  requirement  for  genuine  peace 
and  enhancement  of  mutual  confidence.  We 
will  continue  to  strive  for  the  conclusion  of 
the  CSCE  Follow-Up  Meeting  in  Vienna  in 
the  immediate  future,  with  a  substantial 
and  balanced  concluding  document. 

5.  Arms  control  is  an  integral  part  of 
Alliance  security  policy.  In  expressing  full 
support  for  the  United  States  position  in 
the  START  [strategic  arms  reduction  talks] 
negotiations,  i.e.,  its  aim  to  reach  a  50 
percent  reduction  in  the  strategic  nuclear 
forces  of  the  US  and  the  Soviet  Union,  we 
welcome  the  substantial  progress  achieved, 
including  preliminary  agreement  on  key  el- 
ements, and  look  forward  to  a  timely,  suc- 
cessful conclusion  of  these  negotiations. 
We  reaffirm  the  importance  of  the  INF 
[Intermediate-Range  Nuclear  Forces] 
Treaty  and  welcome  its  smooth  implemen- 
tation. We  also  take  note  of  progress  to- 
wards the  early  ratification  of  the  Peaceful 
Nuclear  Explosions  Treaty  and  the  Thresh- 
old Test  Ban  Treaty  as  a  result  of  the  nego- 
tiations on  the  verification  protocols  to 
these  treaties. 

6.  We  recall  the  document  on  conven- 
tional arms  control  issued  by  the  Heads  of 
State  and  Government  in  March  of  this 
year,  which  indicated  that  the  conventional 
imbalance  in  Europe  remains  at  the  core  of 
Europe's  security  concerns. 

We  look  forward  to  beginning  as  soon 
as  possible  conventional  stability  negotia- 
tions, within  the  framework  of  the  CSCE 
process,  with  the  objective  of  establishing 
a  secure  and  stable  balance  of  forces  at 
lower  levels,  between  the  23  members  of 
the  two  military  Alliances  in  Europe.  We 
want  a  situation  in  Europe  in  which  force 
postures,  as  well  as  numbers  and  deploy- 
ments of  weapons  systems,  no  longer  make 
a  surprise  attack  and  a  large-scale  offen- 
sive action  a  feasible  option,  an  option 
which  we  have  never  possessed  or  desired. 
Our  vision  remains  a  continent  where  mili- 
tary forces  should  only  exist  to  prevent 
war  and  to  ensure  self-defense,  not  for  the 
purpose  of  military  aggression  and  not  for 
the  purposes  of  political  or  military  intim- 
idation. We,  therefore,  welcome  the  latest 
pronouncement  by  the  Soviet  leadership 
regarding  significant  reductions  of  Soviet 
conventional  forces  in  Europe  and  re- 
structuring of  the  remaining  forces.  This 
implicitly  acknowledges  our  long-held  view 
that  redressing  the  conventional  imbalance 
is  a  key  to  more  security  and  stability  in 
Europe.  Implementation  of  these  measures 
would  be  a  very  important  first  step  in  this 
direction  and  reduce,  but  not  eliminate, 
the  conventional  imbalances.  In  particular, 
it  would  provide  a  very  favorable  impetus 
to  the  conventional  stability  negotiations. 

The  conventional  stability  talks  will  be 
accompanied  by  distinct  negotiations  on 
further  confidence-building  measures 


among  the  35  CSCE  participants.  Such  ne- 
gotiations will  have  to  build  upon  and  ex- 
pand on  the  results  of  the  Stockholm 
Conference,  which  marked  a  significant 
step  towards  increasing  transparency  and 
contributed  to  greater  confidence  and  pre- 
dictability of  military  activities  in  Europe. 
To  promote  transparency  and  confidence, 
we  have  recently  taken  the  initiative  of 
publishing  data  on  conventional  forces  in 
Europe.  We  look  to  the  countries  of  the 
Warsaw  Pact  Organization  and  other  par- 
ticipating states  to  reciprocate  this  effort. 

Recognizing  the  urgency  and  central 
importance  of  addressing  conventional  sta- 
bility and  increased  confidence  in  Europe, 
we  have  adopted  a  separate  statement  out- 
lining our  proposal  for  the  forthcoming  ne- 
gotiations on  conventional  stability  and 
further  confidence-  and  security-building 
measures  in  Europe. 

The  member  states  participating  in  the 
MBFR  [mutual  and  balanced  force  reduc- 
tions] talks  emphasize  their  agreement  to 
the  continuation  of  these  talks  until  a  new 
mandate  for  negotiations  on  conventional 
stability  has  emerged.  They  also  agree  that 
these  talks  should  be  concluded  before  the 
start  of  new  negotiations. 

7.  We  reiterate  our  full  commitment  to 
the  goal  of  an  early  conclusion  of  a  truly 
world-wide,  comprehensive  and  effectively 
verifiable  ban  on  chemical  weapons. 

In  that  spirit,  we  endorse  the  cail  for  a 
conference  in  Paris  of  the  states  party  to 
the  1925  Geneva  Protocol  and  other  con- 
cerned states.  We  will  lend  our  full  support 
to  its  work.  We  expect  that  the  conference 
will  strengthen  the  authority  of  the  Pro- 
tocol and  of  principles  prohibiting  the  use 
of  chemical  weapons,  recall  the  condemna- 
tion by  the  international  community  of  the 
recourse  to  these  weapons  and  give  a 
strong  further  impetus  to  the  negotiations 
on  a  total  and  effectively  verifiable  ban  on 
chemical  weapons. 

The  solution  of  the  outstanding  issues 
in  the  negotiations  at  the  Geneva  Confer- 
ence on  Disarmament  will  not  only  require 
greater  openness  about  capabilities  in 
order  to  promote  more  confidence  between 
the  participating  states  but  also  the  inten- 
sification of  the  technical  work,  in  particu- 
lar on  the  crucial  issue  of  verification, 
needed  to  underpin  the  negotiating  effort. 
In  the  perspective  of  a  chemical  weapons 
ban,  we  also  underline  the  importance  of 
stringent  controls  on  the  export  of  com- 
modities related  to  chemical  weapons  pro- 
duction. Such  a  ban  is  all  the  more 
imperative  as  a  priority  at  a  time  of  re- 
ports of  use  of  these  weapons  against  civil- 
ians and  continuing  proliferation  in  various 
parts  of  the  world. 

8.  As  called  for  in  the  Ministerial 
statement  issued  in  June  19<S<S  in  Madrid, 
we  received  a  written  report  on  the  further 
development  of  the  comprehensive  concept 
of  arms  control  and  disarmament.  We  re- 
viewed the  state  of  work  and  welcomed  the 
progress  achieved  to  date. 
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The  Council  in  Permanent  Session  was 
directed  to  pursue  intensively,  in  the  per- 
spective of  the  comprehensive  concept,  its 
consideration  of  all  outstanding  arms  con- 
trol issues,  in  accordance  with  the  Reyk- 
javik statement  of  June  1987  and  to  submit 
a  complete  report  by  our  next  meeting. 

9.  We  reaffirm  our  commitment  to 
share  fairly  the  risks,  burdens  and  respon- 
sibilities, as  well  as  the  benefits,  of  our 
participation  in  the  Alliance.  This  commit- 
ment to  equitable  sharing  is  a  fundamen- 
tal principle  of  the  Alliance  and  a  pre- 
requisite for  maintaining  its  cohesion  and 
solidarity.  We  all  attach  great  importance, 
in  an  evolving  political,  trade  and  economic 
environment,  to  maintaining  balance  and 
equity  in  our  partnership. 

The  countries  concerned  welcome  the 
publication  of  a  major  and  wide-ranging  re- 
port on  enhancing  the  collective  security  of 
the  Alliance.  It  breaks  new  ground,  and  its 
conclusions  and  recommendations  chart  a 
clear  course  of  action  for  the  future.  The 
report  also  underlines  the  determination  of 
the  countries  concerned  to  ensure  the 
provision  of  adequate  resources  available 
for  defense  and  to  exert  the  maximum 
effort  to  obtain  the  greatest  return  on 
their  defense  investment. 

10.  The  maintenance  of  a  calm  situation 
in  and  around  Berlin  and  the  achievement 
of  practical  improvements  for  Berliners  re- 
main of  fundamental  importance  for  East- 
West  relations.  In  this  context,  the  Al- 
liance strongly  supports  the  current  West- 
ern initiative  on  Berlin.  It  welcomes 
progress  over  Berlin's  inclusion  in  interna- 
tional agreements. 

The  Alliance  supports  the  continued 
efforts  of  the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany 
to  strengthen  dialogue  and  co-operation 
with  the  GDR  [German  Democratic  Re- 
public] in  the  interest  of  the  German  peo- 
ple, including  Berliners,  and  thus  to 
contribute  to  peace  and  stability  in 
Europe. 

11.  We  continue  to  follow  closely  the 
situation  in  Afghanistan.  We  previously 
noted  the  start  of  the  Soviet  troop  with- 
drawal and  expect  the  Soviet  Union  to  re- 
sume that  process  and  to  meet  the  15th 
February  deadline.  We  support  the  aspira- 
tion of  the  Afghan  people  to  exercise  their 
right  to  self-determination  and  to  recover 
their  country's  full  sovereignty  and 
independence. 

12.  We  reiterate  our  condemnation  of 
terrorism  in  all  its  manifestations  and  re- 
affirm our  determination  to  combat  it.  We 
believe  international  co-operation  to  be  es- 
sential in  the  eradication  of  this  scourge. 

13.  In  the  spirit  of  Article  2  of  the 
North  Atlantic  Treaty  and  in  view  of  the 
prosperity  gap  among  the  various  members 
of  the  Alliance,  we  renew  our  support  for 
our  economically  less  favored  partners  and 
reaffirm  our  goal  of  improving  the  present 
level  of  co-operation  and  assistance  within 
the  Alliance. 


14.  We  note  and  welcome  the  approval 
of  the  guidelines  for  the  co-ordination 
agreements  to  be  concluded  between  the 
Major  NATO  Commanders  and  the  Spanish 
Military  Authorities.  We  consider  this  to 
be  an  important  event  for  the  Alliance.  It 
opens  the  way  to  a  significant  Spanish  mili- 
tary contribution  to  the  common  defense 
outside  the  integrated  military  structure. 

15.  We  agree  that  civil  emergency 
planning  and  preparedness  are  essential  el- 
ements in  NATO's  policy  of  deterrence  and 
defense.  The  human  and  financial  re- 
sources required  for  civil  preparedness 
constitute  a  cost-effective  contribution  to 
that  policy,  as  well  as  to  the  efficiency  of 
peacetime  disaster  relief  arrangements. 
Civil  emergency  planning  remains  a  re- 
sponsibility of  member  countries.  To  be 
fully  effective,  the  actions  of  the  countries 
in  this  field  must,  however,  be  comple- 
mented by  the  maximum  co-operation  be- 
tween capitals  and  at  Alliance  level. 

16.  As  our  Alliance  approaches  its  40th 
Anniversary,  we  acknowledge  the  results 
of  our  common  endeavor,  the  enduring  vi- 
tality of  our  organization  and  its  ability  to 
adapt  to  change  while  upholding  its  basic 
purposes  and  principles.  The  success  of  our 
past  efforts  to  achieve  a  safer  and  more 
peaceful  world  enhances  our  confidence  in 
the  future. 

17.  The  Spring  1989  meeting  of  the 
North  Atlantic  Council  in  Ministerial  Ses- 
sion will  be  held  in  London  on  8th  and  9th 
June. 


EXTRACTS  FROM  THE  MINUTES, 
DEC.  9,  19883 

In  addition  to  the  Communique,  Foreign 
Ministers  decided  to  publish  the  following 
extracts  from  the  Minutes  of  their  meeting 
in  Brussels  on  8th  and  9th  December  1988. 


East-West  Trade 

Recalling  previous  statements,  Ministers 
reaffirmed  that  trade  conducted  on  the 
basis  of  commercially  sound  terms  and  mu- 
tual advantage,  that  avoids  preferential 
treatment  of  the  Soviet  Union,  contributes 
to  constructive  East-West  relations.  At  the 
same  time,  bilateral  economic  relations 
with  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  countries  of 
Eastern  Europe  must  remain  consistent 
with  broad  Allied  security  concerns.  These 
include  avoiding  dependence  on  the  Soviet 
Union  or  contributing  to  Soviet  military 
capabilities.  In  order  to  avoid  further  use 
by  the  Soviet  Union  of  some  forms  of  trade 
to  enhance  its  military  strength,  the  Allies 
will  remain  vigilant  in  their  continuing  re- 
view of  the  security  aspects  of  East-West 
economic  relations.  This  work  will  assist 
Allied  governments  in  the  conduct  of  their 
policies  in  this  field. 

As  the  issue  of  East- West  trade  is  of 
importance,  the  Allies  will  continue  ex- 
changes on  this  subject. 


The  Situation  in  the  Mediterranean 

Ministers  noted  the  report  on  the  Situation 
in  the  Mediterranean.  In  view  of  the  actual 
and  potential  impact  on  Alliance  security  of 
events  in  the  area,  they  requested  the 
Council  in  Permanent  Session  to  continue 
to  consult  on  the  question  and  to  submit 
further  reports  at  their  future  meetings. 


Armaments  Co-Operation  and  Planning 

Ministers  examined  the  report  by  the  Con- 
ference of  National  Armaments  Directors 
(CNAD).  They  noted  with  particular  satis- 
faction that  the  trial  of  a  NATO  Conven- 
tional Armaments  Planning  System 
(CAPS)  is  proceeding  well,  and  they  re- 
affirmed the  great  importance  they  attach 
to  this  major  Alliance  initiative. 

Ministers  reviewed  CNAD  progress  in 
a  range  of  co-operative  armaments  proj- 
ects, including  those  being  pursued  as  a 
result  of  United  States  legislation,  and 
welcomed  the  positive  contribution  made 
by  these  co-operative  projects  to  the  main- 
tenance of  a  credible  conventional  defense 
posture. 

Ministers  noted  with  interest  that  the 
CNAD  is  examining  Canadian  proposals 
for  assistance  to  countries  with  lesser  de- 
veloped defense  industries,  by  means  of  re- 
search and  development,  cost-sharing 
arrangements  within  co-operative  arms 
projects.  They  looked  forward  to  receiving 
firm  recommendations  from  the  CNAD  in 
this  area  at  the  earliest  opportunity. 


SECRETARY'S  NEWS 

CONFERENCE, 
DEC.  9,  1988^ 

The  atmosphere  for  our  just  concluded 
meeting  here  in  Brussels  has  been  so- 
bered by  the  earthquake  in  the  Cau- 
casus affecting  people  mostly  in 
Armenia,  the  full  dimensions  of  which 
we  still  are  learning,  and  by  the  air- 
plane crash  in  Germany  in  which  there 
have  been  several  casualties.  I  want  to 
express  my  deep  sympathy  to  all  af- 
fected. These  are  tragedies  we  all  feel, 
and  we  extend  our  sympathy  and  want 
to  be  as  helpful  as  we  possibly  can  be. 
This  is  my  last  NATO  ministerial 
after  a  great  many  over  a  6V2-year 
period;  somebody  counted  up  that  I'd 
been  to  Brussels  over  30  times  and  had 
ministerials  elsewhere  and  lots  of  indi- 
vidual meetings.  I've  been  very  moved 
by  the  warm  words  that  have  been  ex- 
pressed by  my  colleagues  during  the 
course  of  our  meetings  and  at  the  end. 
And  I  reciprocate  these  sentiments  of 
friendship  and  respect. 
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The  alliance,  it  seems  to  me,  is  in  a 
•ery  strong  position.  It's  cohesive,  it's 
nformed  about  what  is  taking  place, 
ind  it's  informing  our  publics.  We  look 
io\v  to  the  prospect  of  conventional 
irms  talks,  which  we  have  long  sought, 
in  the  concept  of  the  Atlantic  to  the 
Jrals.  And  we  look  to  those  with  confi- 
lence  on  the  basis  of  a  constructive  and 
:reative  proposal  which  we  are  pre- 
)ared  to  make  as  soon  as  the  talks 
;tart.  You've  had  an  indication  as  to 
ust  what  that  proposal  will  be,  dis- 
ributed  yesterday. 

I  take  a  lot  of  personal  satisfaction 
is  a  citizen  of  the  free  world  that  this 
jreat  anchor  for  the  security  of  the  free 
vorld  is  strong  and  in  place,  moving 
'orward  with  strength  and  optimism  to 
;he  coming  agenda  ahead  of  us. 

Q.  I  wonder  whether  you  would 
agree  with  the  sentiments  expressed 
by  the  West  German  Foreign  Minister 
yesterday  that  one  effect  of  the  Gor- 
bachev initiative  announced  in  New 
York  was  to  "make  the  question  of 
nuclear  arms  modernization  even  less 
centerstage  in  the  alliance  than  it  al- 
ready was"? 

And  secondly,  if  I  might  take  the 
opportunity  of  your  presence  to  ask 
you  whether  you  personally  have  any 
comment  to  make  on  the  latest  un- 
provoked military  aggression  of  Israel 
into  Lebanon  which  appears  to  be 
leading  to  substantial  fighting  south 
of  Beirut. 

A.  First  of  all,  on  the  proposals 
that  Mr.  Gorbachev  made  in  his  speech 
in  New  York,  they  are  very  welcome 
proposals.  Of  course,  you  can  see  why, 
when  you  look  at  these  extensive  docu- 
ments and  in  particular  the  one 
"Conventional  Forces  in  Europe:  The 
Facts."  And  I'm  sure  you've  looked  at 
the  facts.  We  welcome  these  decisions 
and  what  will  happen  over  a  2-year  pe- 
riod. They  will  be  significant,  they'll 
make  a  difference,  but  they  leave  the 
situation  still  very  asymmetrical,  and 
we  shouldn't  forget  that. 

Let  me  just  read  you  the  numbers 
which  somebody  computed  from  just 
looking  at  these  factual  things.  The  cur- 
rent status  on  divisions  has  an  asymme- 
try of  2.99  on  their  side  to  1  on  our 
side.  After  the  reductions  that  Mr.  Gor- 
bachev announced,  the  ratio  will  be  2.91 
on  their  side  to  1  on  our  side. 

When  it  comes  to  tanks,  the  ratio 
is  2.76  on  their  side  to  1  on  our  side. 
After  the  reductions  it's  2.18  on  their 
side  to  1  on  our  side. 


When  it  comes  to  artillery,  2.30  to 
1;  after  the  reductions,  1.74  to  1.  Com- 
bat aircraft:  3.20  to  1  now;  3  to  1  after 
the  reductions. 

So  you  can  see  why  the  reductions 
are  welcome,  but  it  seems  to  me  you 
can  also  see  why  the  fundamental 
asymmetry  that's  there  remains.  And 
that  is  why  it  seems  to  me,  and  to  us  I 
think  in  NATO,  that  we  look  forward  to 
the  conventional  arms  talks  that  will  be 
getting  going.  And  we  have  put  for- 
ward a  really  constructive  and  creative 
proposal — or  we  are  ready  to  and 
you've  seen  the  outlines  of  it — and 
that's  what  we  need  to  do. 

In  the  meantime,  NATO  has  devel- 
oped and  depended  upon  and  found 
very  successful  a  means  of  deterrence 
that  has  kept  the  peace  based  on  our 
capacity  to  have  a  flexible  response  to 
whatever  may  happen.  In  maintaining 
our  posture,  obviously  we  have  to  main- 
tain, as  we  have  said  in  our  communi- 
ques, forces  that  are  up  to  date.  We 
want  to  continue  to  have  all  of  those 
options  before  us.  Modernization  has 
been  going  on,  and  we  have  to  continue 
to  work  at  it. 

Now  as  far  as  your  second  question 
about  the  Israeli  forces  in  Lebanon,  I 
have  just  heard  that  that  is  so  moments 
before  I  came  in  here.  It's  a  surprise  to 
me.  And  I'll  just  have  to  learn  more 
about  it  before  I  make  any  comment 
about  it.  But  I  had  thought  by  this 
time  the  Israelis  would  have  learned 
their  lesson  about  putting  troops  well 
inside  of  Lebanon.  It  didn't  work  be- 
fore, and  lam  surprised.  But  I  don't 
know  enough  about  it  to  comment  in 
any  definitive  way. 

Q.  Looking  at  the  communique 
today,  there  are  two  topics  that  are 
quite  noticeably  not  mentioned.  One 
is  troop  levels  in  Europe.  I  wonder 
why  that  is  not  mentioned  consider- 
ing the  stress  that  Mr.  Gorbachev  put 
on  it.  The  second  is  the  possible  mod- 
ernization of  the  Lance  missiles, 
which  is  certainly  a  hot  topic  among 
the  alliance,  yet  the  communique 
does  not  reflect  that  debate  at  all. 
Can  you  tell  us  why? 

A.  As  far  as  troop  levels  are 
concerned,  we  have  tried  to  learn 
something  from  the  long  period  of 
negotiations  in  the  MBFR  talks  and  to 
say:  Now  we  are  going  to  go  about  con- 
ventional talks  in  new  form,  and  let  us 
think  hard  about  what  is  likely  to  work 
and  give  us  some  results  that  mean 
something  and  have  a  better  chance  of 
being  verifiable  so  that  we  don't  argue 


U.S. -Greek  Defense 
Agreement  Expires 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
DEC.  16,  19881 

The  12th  round  of  negotiations  concern- 
ing future  bilateral  defense  cooperation 
between  the  United  States  and  Greece 
concluded  today  in  Athens. 

As  is  known,  the  1983  Defense  and 
Economic  Cooperation  Agreement  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Greece  ex- 
pires on  December  20,  1988,  and,  in 
accordance  with  its  terms,  on  that  date, 
a  17-month  withdrawal  period  begins 
during  which  the  terms  and  conditions 
of  the  agreement  remain  in  force. 

Negotiations  concerning  future  bi- 
lateral defense  cooperation  between  the 
two  countries  began  in  November  1987 
and  have  been  conducted  in  a  serious 
and  professional  manner.  They  have 
covered  the  various  aspects  of  a  new 
agreement.  Important  differences  re- 
main on  many  issues,  but  the  negotia- 
tions are  not  at  an  impasse. 

Negotiations  will,  therefore,  go  on 
during  the  17-month  withdrawal  period 
in  order  to  continue  exploring  pos- 
sibilities for  reaching  a  mutually  satis- 
factory new  agreement.  The  next  round 
of  negotiations  will  take  place  in  Janu- 
ary 1989. 


■Read  to  news  correspondents  by 
Department  spokesman  Charles  Redman. 


interminably  as  we  did  in  MBFR  about 
data.  And  I  think  we  concluded  that  if 
you  talk  about  tanks  and  you  talk  about 
armored  personnel  carriers  and  things 
of  that  kind,  you  are  in  better  shape.  If 
you  restrict  those  weapon  systems  that 
carry  people  forward  and  take  ground, 
then  the  personnel  question,  in  a  way, 
kind  of  takes  care  of  itself.  It's  not  that 
we  are  not  interested  in  it,  but  we 
think  the  emphasis  should  be  placed 
elsewhere.  And  in  doing  so  we  think 
that  we  have  learned  something  from 
the  long  efforts  in  negotiation  in 
MBFR.  That's  the  reason  for  that. 

As  far  as  the  Lance  missile  is  con- 
cerned, there  is  no  need  for  a  discus- 
sion or  deployment  kind  of  decision  to 
be  reflected  in  any  document  today.  It's 
something  that  needs  to  be  developed 
so  that  the  possibility,  the  option  of  do- 
ing so,  and  the  intention  of  doing  so  is 
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present  for  the  future.  That's  all  that's 
involved  there,  and  the  funding  for  the 
engineering  work  on  the  follow-on  to 
Lance  is  something  that  will  be  in  the 
President's  budget,  no  doubt,  as  he 
submits  it  to  Congress.  That's  the  stage 
that  it's  in,  so  it  isn't  in  an  operational 
stage  at  this  point.  But  I  think  every- 
one is  committed  to  the  idea  that  we 
have  to  keep  our  weapons  systems  up 
to  date.  And  our  doctrine,  which  has 
been  successful,  includes  the  notion  of 
flexible  response. 

Q.  You've  had  a  unique  opportu- 
nity for  a  perspective  of  the  changing 
nature  of  U.S. -Soviet  relations  over  a 
6V2  year  period,  and  I  am  sure  you 
must  take  some  satisfaction  in  the 
changing  nature  that  has  actually 
taken  place.  Could  you  give  us  your 
assessment — I'm  sure  that  you  don't 
like  the  notion  of  the  idea  that  the 
cold  war  is  dead — but  your  assess- 
ment as  to  the  likelihood  of  a  war  in 
Europe  today  as  opposed  to  6V2  years 
ago  when  you  began  to  be  Secretary 
of  State? 

A.  Contrary  to  what  you  said,  I  do 
like  the  notion  that  the  cold  war  is 
dead,  and  I  wish,  I  hope,  it's  so.  There 
is  still  tension.  There  are  still  varieties 
of  interest.  There's  still  these  big  force 
structures  that  are  there.  The  Berlin 
Wall  is  still  there.  If  there  is  any  single 
symbol  of  the  cold  war,  that's  it.  So 
these  problems  are  still  there,  but 
there  has  been  a  huge  change  in  the 
capacity  of  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union,  of  the  East  and  the  West 
broadly,  to  look  at  problems  and  to  dis- 
cuss them  in  a  careful  and  constructive 
way  and  to  do  something  about  them. 

Whether  you  are  talking  about  is- 
sues of  arms  control,  whether  you're 
talking  about  regional  hot  spots, 
whether  you're  talking  about  the  hu- 
man rights  dimensions  as  outlined  in 
the  Helsinki  Final  Act,  or  whether 
you're  talking  about  the  variety  of  bilat- 
eral relationships  that  exists  between 
the  countries  involved — all  of  these 
things  are  different  now  than  they 
were.  And  I  believe  they  are  different 
in  a  good  direction,  a  positive  direction, 
a  direction  that  gives  a  little  more  con- 
fidence; and  I  think  that  is  very,  very 
good.  And  to  the  extent  that  I've  had 
an  opportunity  to  be  a  part  of  it,  I'm 
very  grateful  for  having  that  opportu- 
nity and  proud  of  it.  I  think  that  what 
people  want  to  do  as  they  move  for- 
ward, and  I'm  sure  they  do  want  to  do, 
is  to  keep  these  positive  developments 
going  and  realize  all  of  the  oppor- 
tunities that  there  are  before  us. 


But  at  the  same  time,  we  have  to 
keep  remembering  what,  from  our  side, 
has  helped  anyway  to  bring  all  this 
about.  It  has  been  the  cohesion  of  the 
alliance  and  our  capacity  to  defend  our- 
selves and,  therefore,  to  deter  any  ag- 
gressive intent  against  us.  That  has 
kept  the  peace,  and  that  has  kept  us  in 
the  position  to  have  these  negotiations 
and  have  them  go  forward  successfully. 
If  there  is  any  lesson,  that  is  the 
lesson;  and  so  I  think  we  want  to  stick 
with  a  formula  that's  worked  and  to 
continue  on  and  try  to  see  more  posi- 
tive developments  to  go  with  those 
we've  seen,  particularly  since  Mr.  Gor- 
bachev came  into  view  in  the  Soviet 
Union. 

Q.  Three  or  four  days  ago,  the 
Greek  Government  had  liberated  a 
Palestinian  whose  extradition  was 
asked  by  Italy  in  order  to  be  judged 
in  this  country  for  the  terrorist  bomb 
attack  in  the  synagogue  of  Rome  in 
1982.  At  a  time  when  intensified  inter- 
national organization  is  needed  to 
fight  against  terrorism,  what  is  Wash- 
ington's position  as  far  as  the  Greek 
Government's  handling  of  this  affair 
is  concerned?  And  do  you  have  any 
fears  that  the  same  will  happen  in  the 
case  of  another  suspected  Palestinian 
terrorist  named  Rashid  whose  extra- 
dition the  U.S.  Administration  has  al- 
ready asked  from  the  Greeks? 

A.  I  think  the  release  of  the  ter- 
rorist that  you  mentioned  is  shocking, 
and  it  is  a  blow  against  the  fight  on 
terrorism.  Terrorism  is  a  threat  to  our 
societies,  and  we  can't  mince  words  or 
in  any  way  shirk  the  actions  that  we 
have  to  take  to  deal  with  it  unequiv- 
ocally. This  release  is  bad  from  that 
standpoint,  and  I'm  shocked  by  it.  I 
hope  that  Mr.  Rashid  is — that  they  do 
allow  him  to  be  extradited  to  the 
United  States.  He  should  stand  trial  as 
we,  in  our  civilized  societies,  try  to 
work  against  terrorism,  among  other 
means,  by  applying  the  rule  of  law, 
which  is  being  applied. 

It's  an  Italian  court  that  found  Mr. 
Abu  Abbas  guilty  of  murder  involving 
the  Achille  Lauro  and  Mr.  Klinghoffer. 
It's  a  French  court  that  has  found  Mr. 
Hawari  guilty  in  the  things  that  they 
identified,  and  there  are  many  other 
court  actions:  the  British  court  in  the 
case  of  the  Syrian  incident — one  that 
didn't  take  place  because  they  were 
alert.  So  we  apply  the  rule  of  law  in 
these  cases,  and  we  do  other  things, 
but  when  a  known  terrorist  like  this  is 
released,  it's  shocking.  I  can  only  have 
a  sense  of  great  disappointment  and  a 
kind  of  outrage  about  it. 


Q.  President  Gorbachev's  pro- 
posed unilateral  cuts  were  given  a 
time  scale  of  2  years.  What  sort  of 
time  scale  have  you  in  mind  for  the 
NATO  proposals  to  get  a  50%  reduc- 
tion? Is  it  2  years  in  that  case,  too, 
from  the  start  of  negotiations? 

A.  First,  obviously,  we  have  to  get 
the  negotiations  going,  and  this  is  our 
proposal.  It's  a  very  interesting  and 
creative  proposal,  I  think,  and  if  it  is 
accepted,  it  will  do  a  great  deal  for  the 
situation  in  Europe — and  the  world 
generally,  for  that  matter.  First,  we 
have  to  see  whether  or  not  the  Soviets 
and  the  Warsaw  Pact  countries  will 
agree  to  it.  If  it  is  agreed  to,  it  calls  for 
rather  large-scale  reductions,  and  peo- 
ple will  want  to  work  out  what  kind  of 
phasing  is  appropriate  for  such  large- 
scale  reductions.  They  are  reductions 
that  would  be  considerably  more — a  lot 
more — than  those  that  have  been  de- 
cided  upon  by  Mr.  Gorbachev. 

As  I  understand  it,  incidentally,  it's 
not  a  proposal.  It's  a  decision  about 
what  they  are  doing.  I  have  been  listen- 
ing to  the  military  experts  talk  about 
it,  and  they  think  a  2-year  period  to 
accomplish  those  results  is  going  at  it 
at  a  pretty  good  pace.  We'll  just  have  to 
see.  But  the  first  thing  is  to  get  agree-  j 
ment  on  the  proposals,  and  then  we'll 
have  to  see  how  they  would  spin  out 
over  a  period  of  time. 

Q.  What  obstacles  remain  to  the 
commencement  of  conventional  sta- 
bility talks  in  Vienna?  And  will  you, 
the  United  States,  accept  a  confer- 
ence on  human  rights  in  Moscow  at 
some  time  in  the  next  3  years  as  part 
of  the  CSCE  process? 

A.  As  far  as  the  conventional  man- 
date is  concerned,  it  is  not  totally 
nailed  down  but  is  pretty  close  to  it, 
and  I  think  that  basically,  that  will  fall 
into  place  pretty  well.  Of  course, 
Vienna  has  in  it  many  other  subjects, 
and  we  and  the  Soviets  in  general  have 
all  agreed  that  there  must  be  a  bal- 
anced outcome — not  just  an  outcome 
that's  satisfactory  on  conventional 
arms — and  human  rights  is  a  central 
aspect  of  that  balance.  We  have  been 
making  a  great  deal  of  headway  in  that 
regard. 

The  Soviet  Union,  as  Mr.  Gor- 
bachev described  in  his  speech,  has 
concluded  that  the  internal  reforms 
that  they  feel  are  essential — and  I  can 
well  understand  their  reasoning  in  that 
regard — depend  upon  changing  the  re- 
lationship of  the  state  to  its  citizens  and 
its  citizens  to  each  other  in  wavs  that 
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they've  described  and  ways  that  move 
very  much  toward  the  kind  of  human 
rights  arrangements  that  we  think  are 
the  right  ones  and  that  are  described  in 
the  Helsinki  Final  Act. 

Having  said  that,  we  have  set  out 
very  clearly  to  the  Soviet  leadership 
the  things  that  we  think  are  essential, 
and  quite  a  few  of  them — most  of 
them — have  fallen  into  place — essential, 
that  is,  to  have  us  be  comfortable  in  a 
human  rights  conference  in  Moscow.  So 
I  hope  that  this  will  all  fall  into  place  as 
we  move  on.  We  are  working  at  it  very 
hard  to  do  everything  we  can  to  have 
that  be  so,  but  we  aren't  there  yet,  so  I 
always  have  to  reserve  until  we  see. 
But  there  has  been  a  huge  amount  of 
headway  made,  and  I  think  the  picture 
now  is  drastically  different  than  it  was 
only  a  few  years  ago — not  only  in  the 
substance  but  in  the  ability  of  people  to 
talk  about  it  and  to  go  through  individ- 
ual cases  and  go  through  ideas  and  talk 
about  elements  of  the  criminal  code  and 
constitutional  arrangements  in  a  con- 
structive way.  I  feel  encouraged,  but 
we're  not  there  yet. 

Q.  Do  you  feel  that  the  Gor- 
bachev decision  will,  in  fact,  present 
the  danger  of  diminishing  the  public 
perception  in  Europe  of  the  Soviet 
threat  and  thereby  stiffen  resistance 
to  not  only  nuclear  modernization  but 
also  military  spending  programs  in 
general? 

A.  People  keep  saying  that,  and 
people  keep  asking  that  same  question, 
and  so  obviously  it  is  a  problem  on  peo- 
ple's minds.  I  think,  from  our  stand- 
point, it's  good  to  raise  the  issue  so 
that  it  can  be  dealt  with.  I've  tried  to 
deal  with  it,  as  others,  by  pointing  out 
that  we  welcome  this  development.  We 
welcome  it  because  the  asymmetries 
are  so  great,  and  this  reduces  the 
asymmetries.  I  don't  want  to  read  from 
this  piece  of  paper  all  over  again,  but 
the  asymmetries  are  still  very  great 
and  they  still  remain,  so  we  have  a  lot 
to  do.  While  we  are  looking  toward,  we 
hope,  a  successful  conventional  arms 
negotiation,  the  way  to  insure  you  are 
successful  is  to  maintain  your  capability 
while  you're  doing  the  negotiating.  And 
I  think  if  our  recent  experience  brings 
out  anything,  it  brings  that  out.  So  this 
is  something  that  we  need  to  do,  and  I 
think  people  are  entitled  to  feel — and 
should  feel — encouraged  by  what  is  tak- 
ing place.  I  certainly  do.  But  being  en- 
couraged doesn't  mean  that  you  just  go 
bananas  and  forget  about  what  got  you 
here.  And  so  you  want  to  keep  doing 
the  things  that  are  constructive. 


Q.  As  a  followup  to  the  last 
question  and  your  answer,  are  you 
concerned  about  the  ability  of  your- 
selves— Washington — to  maintain  its 
troop  strength  in  Europe  in  the  light 
of  the  euphoria  that  could  be  created, 
or  perhaps  is  being  created,  as  a  re- 
sult of  Mr.  Gorbachev's  statement? 

A.  I  think  the  commitment  in  the 
United  States  to  NATO— and  the  rec- 
ognition that  it  involves  a  presence 
here — that  commitment  is  a  deep  com- 
mitment. And  that  is  so  as  far  as  the 
outgoing  President  is  concerned;  it's  so 
as  far  as  the  incoming  President  is  con- 
cerned; it's  so  as  far  as  the  Congress 
and  the  leadership  of  Congress.  And  as 
far  as  public  opinion  polls  in  the  United 
States  are  concerned,  it  shows  a  very, 
very  high  support  for  NATO,  consider- 
ably higher  than  any  other  interna- 
tional undertaking  the  United  States  is 
involved  in.  So  the  support  is  solid. 

There  is  always,  of  course,  discus- 
sion of  relative  burdens  and  respon- 
sibilities, and  I  think  that  subject  has 
been  brought  into  some  considerable 
focus  and  a  deeper  understanding  of  it. 
And  I  might  say  again,  in  this  very 
productive  period  in  the  last  few 
months,  the  report  on  "Shared  Roles, 
Risks  and  Responsibilities  in  the  Al- 
liance" is  very  helpful.  And  I  might  say 
it  teaches  the  United  States  something 
about  what  others  are  doing,  as  well  as 
maybe  others  learning  something  about 
what  we're  doing.  So  the  facts,  I  think, 
are  very  helpful  here. 

Q.  You've  called  several  times  the 
Gorbachev  decision  significant,  but  I 
wonder  if  you  would  tell  us  what  you 
think  is  behind  the  decision,  whether 
you've  been  told  there  will  be  addi- 
tional cuts? 

Is  there  something  tricky  Mr. 
Gorbachev  is  up  to?  As  you  look  down 
the  road,  do  you  anticipate  any  more 
of  this  from  Gorbachev?  I  haven't 
heard  anybody  recently  simply  dis- 
miss it  as  a  public  relations  gesture, 
which  is  the  way  Gorbachev  initia- 
tives in  the  past  have  sometimes  been 
dealt  with  by  others.  Can  you  ponder 
with  us  what  might  be  behind  it,  and 
what's  ahead? 

A.  I  don't  think  it's  good  for  me  to 
speculate  about  motivations  of  the  So- 
viet leadership.  I'm  more  inclined  to 
take  it  at  face  value,  and  at  face  value 
what  you  see  are,  in  a  sense,  responses 
to  the  asymmetrical  situation — an 
asymmetrical  situation  that  has  been  of 
great  concern  to  us.  It  is  responsive  to 
the  comment  that  the  Soviet  forces  are 


positioned  in  a  kind  of  offensive,  ag- 
gressive way,  so  some  of  the  things  that 
are  done  are  designed  to  deal  with  that 
question. 

Certainly,  you  wouldn't  want  to 
sort  of  dismiss  this  as  a  propaganda 
ploy,  because  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
important  substance  in  it.  And  I  think 
it's  appropriate  that  I  and  others — the 
President  last  night — recognize  that 
fact,  as  we  did  in  our  statement.  At  the 
same  time,  as  I  have  said  earlier, 
there's  still  plenty  of  room  to  go,  and 
that's  why  we  need  this  negotiation  and 
why  we  look  forward  to  this  negotiation 
on  conventional  arms.  I  sat  in  New 
York  and  listened  to  the  General  Secre- 
tary give  his  address,  of  which  this  was 
a  component  part,  and  he  had  many 
other  interesting  things  to  say  that 
were  of  a  piece  of  this  in  the  sense  that 
his  comments  on  human  rights  were 
very  interesting,  I  thought,  and  his 
comments  in  the  beginning  of  his 
speech  that  were,  let's  say,  philosophic 
in  nature. 

I  think  people  tend  to  look  at  some 
particular  number  or  suggestion  and 
focus  on  that  as  the  key,  but  oftentimes 
it's  more  interesting  to  read  what  the 
man  is  saying  philosophically  because 
that  may  tell  you  more  about  where 
he's  going.  I  thought  those  were  inter- 
esting parts  of  his  speech  as  well.  It's  a 
welcome  development.  What  we  need  to 
do  is  to  be  able  to  look  at  something 
that  is  positive  in  the  face  and  say  so, 
and  at  the  same  time  maintain  our  anal- 
ysis of  what  the  situation  is  and  con- 
tinue as  we  have  with  our  own  positive 
program  of  being  able  to  defend  our 
interests,  on  the  one  hand,  and  being 
ready  to  negotiate  and  work  out  ar- 
rangements that  will  allow  us  to  do  that 
at  lower  and  lower  levels  of  armaments. 
That's  been  the  approach  of  NATO,  the 
approach  of  the  West.  It's  a  good  ap- 
proach, we're  continuing  with  it,  and 
we  are  in  a  good  position. 

We  have  strong  proposals,  interest- 
ing proposals,  that  we're  prepared  to 
make;  and  when  the  opening  gong 
starts  at  these  new  negotiations,  NATO 
will  be  there,  NATO  will  be  ready  with 
a  good  set  of  proposals.  I  hope  that 
negotiations  are  very  short  and  that  the 
Soviets  and  their  allies  simply  say, 
"Gee,  those  are  good  proposals  from 
NATO,  we  agree."  And  then  we  can 
start  worrying  about  such  matters  as 
the  timing  that  we're  asked  about. 

If  that  doesn't  happen,  presumably 
in  this  new  atmosphere,  it  will  be  possi- 
ble to  come  to  agreement.  And  I  think 
that  that  is  one  of  the  lessons,  that  it  is 
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possible  for  them  and  it  is  possible  for 
us,  on  a  matter  of  genuine  significance, 
to  come  to  a  point  where  we  agree  to 
do  something  of  significance  that  takes 
us  in  a  direction  that  we  both  want  to 
go  in.  It's  always,  in  a  way,  easy  to 
show  how  strong  you  are  and  how  you 
can  disagree,  and  you're  not  afraid  to 
take  everybody  on  in  sight,  and  so  on. 
But  I  think  it's  also  a  mark  of  good 
progress  to  be  able  to  say,  "All  right, 
here  is  something  that's  positive,  and 
here  is  something  we  can  agree  on," 
and  be  willing  to  step  up  and  say  "yes,': 
as  well  as  to  say  "no."  I  hope  that  in 
the  future,  as  we  go  on  and  as  we  see 
these  proposals  coming  forward,  there 
will  be  an  increased  capacity  on  their 
part,  as  well  as  ours,  to  say  "yes." 


40th  Report  on  Cyprus 


■NATO  press  release  M-3(88)75. 
2NATO  press  release  M-3(88)76. 
"Annex  to  NATO  press  release 
M-3(88)76. 

4Press  release  255  of  Dec.  12,  1988. 


MESSAGE  TO  THE  CONGRESS, 
DEC.  7,  19881 

In  accordance  with  Public  Law  95-384,  I 
am  submitting  to  you  this  bimonthly  report 
on  progress  toward  a  negotiated  settlement 
of  the  Cyprus  question. 

I  am  pleased  to  note  that  the  Cyprus 
intercommunal  negotiating  process  is  con- 
tinuing under  the  auspices  of  UN  Secre- 
tary General  Perez  de  Cuellar.  Numerous 
sessions  were  held  in  October  and  early 
November,  and  the  Secretary  General 
hosted  a  meeting  in  New  York  November 
22-23  to  review  the  progress  of  talks.  I 
commend  the  Secretary  General  and  the 
leaders  of  the  two  communities  for  their 
determination  in  striving  for  a  solution  to 
the  conflict. 

Special  Cyprus  Coordinator  M.  James 
Wilkinson  visited  Cyprus  from  October 
24-26  and  consulted  with  the  parties,  UN 
officials,  and  others.  Mr.  Wilkinson  was  en- 
couraged by  the  willingness  of  the  two 
Cypriot  leaders  to  engage  candidly  with 
each  other  in  a  discussion  of  very  difficult 
issues  and  problems.  The  numerous  meet- 
ings held  in  September,  October,  and 
November  attest  to  the  fact  that  a  commit- 
ted effort  is  being  made  to  listen,  under- 
stand, and  move  toward  resolution  of 
serious  differences.  Mr.  Wilkinson  also  re- 
affirmed our  strong  backing  for  the  con- 
tinuation of  the  intercommunal  dialogue. 

The  United  Nations  hosted  an  open 
house  in  Nicosia  on  October  24,  which 
brought  together  members  of  the  Greek 
and  Turkish  Cypriot  communities.  We  con- 


tinue to  encourage  personal  contact  be- 
tween members  of  the  two  communities, 
which  helps  to  foster  progress  toward  a 
lasting  solution  on  the  island. 

Demonstrators  on  two  occasions  en- 
tered into  the  buffer  zone.  Such  activities 
hinder  UNFICYP's  efforts  to  maintain  the 
peace  on  the  island  and  place  the  UN 
Force  in  a  difficult  position.  We  urge  the 
Cypriot  communities  to  cooperate  fully 
with  UNFICYP  in  the  execution  of  its 
mandate  from  the  UN  Security  Council. 

I  would  like  to  reiterate  my  admiration 
and  appreciation  for  the  efforts  of  United 
Nations  personnel  in  Cyprus,  particularly 
the  United  Nations  Force  in  Cyprus  (UN- 
FICYP). The  Force  remains  an  important 
factor  in  maintaining  peace  in  Cyprus, 
providing  an  atmosphere  of  calm  that  per- 
mits the  continuation  of  the  search  for  a 
just  and  lasting  solution  to  the  dispute. 
Regrettably,  the  accumulated  operating 
deficit  for  UNFICYP  continues  to  grow. 
The  UN  Secretary  General  now  estimates 
that  the  shortfall  will  reach  $167  million  by 
the  end  of  1988.  I  join  the  Secretary  Gen- 
eral in  urging  the  UN  member  nations  to 
help  reduce  this  deficit  by  contributing  to 
the  Force's  operating  budget. 

Sincerely, 

Ronald  Reagan 


'Identical  letters  addressed  to  Jim 
Wright,  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives, and  Claiborne  Pell,  chairman  of 
the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
(text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presiden- 
tial Documents  of  Dec.  12,  1988).  ■ 
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U.S.  Opens  Dialogue  With  PLO 


PRESIDENT'S  STATEMENT, 
DEC.  14,  1988' 

The  Palestine  Liberation  Organization 
(PLO)  today  issued  a  statement  in 
which  it  accepted  UN  Security  Council 
Resolutions  242  and  338,  recognized  Is- 
rael's right  to  exist,  and  renounced  ter- 
rorism. These  have  long  been  our 
conditions  for  a  substantive  dialogue. 
They  have  been  met.  Therefore,  I  have 
authorized  the  State  Department  to  en- 
ter into  substantive  dialogue  with  PLO 
representatives.  The  Palestine  Libera- 
tion Organization  must  live  up  to  its 
statements.  In  particular,  it  must  dem- 
onstrate that  its  renunciation  of  ter- 
rorism is  pervasive  and  permanent. 

The  initiation  of  a  dialogue  between 
the  United  States  and  PLO  represen- 
tatives is  an  important  step  in  the  peace 
process  and  more  so  because  it  repre- 
sents the  serious  evolution  of  Palestin- 
ian thinking  toward  realistic  and 
pragmatic  positions  on  the  key  issues. 
But  the  objective  of  the  United  States 
remains,  as  always,  a  comprehensive 
peace  in  the  Middle  East.  In  that  light, 
we  view  this  development  as  one  more 
step  toward  the  beginning  of  direct  ne- 
gotiations between  the  parties,  which 
alone  can  lead  to  such  a  peace. 

The  U.S.  special  commitment  to  Is- 
rael's security  and  well-being  remains 
unshakable.  Indeed,  a  major  reason  for 
our  entry  into  this  dialogue  is  to  help 
Israel  achieve  the  recognition  and  se- 
curity it  deserves. 


SECRETARY'S  STATEMENT, 
DEC.  14,  19882 

The  Palestine  Liberation  Organization 
today  issued  a  statement  in  which  it 
accepted  UN  Security  Council  Resolu- 
tions 242  and  338,  recognized  Israel's 
right  to  exist  in  peace  and  security, 
and  renounced  terrorism.  As  a  result, 
the  United  States  is  prepared  for  a 
substantive  dialogue  with  PLO 
representatives. 

I  am  designating  our  Ambassador 
to  Tunisia  | Robert  H.  Pelletreau,  Jr.  J 
as  the  only  authorized  channel  for  that 
dialogue.  The  objective  of  the  United 
States  remains,  as  always,  a  compre- 
hensive peace  in  the  Middle  East. 


In  that  light,  I  view  this  develop- 
ment as  one  more  step  toward  the  be- 
ginning of  direct  negotiations  between 
the  parties  which  alone  can  lead  to  such 
a  peace. 

Nothing  here  may  be  taken  to  im- 
ply an  acceptance  or  recognition  by  the 
United  States  of  an  independent  Pal- 
estinian state.  The  position  of  the 
United  States  is  that  the  status  of  the 
West  Bank  and  Gaza  cannot  be  deter- 
mined by  unilateral  acts  of  either  side 
but  only  through  a  process  of  negotia- 
tions. The  United  States  does  not 
recognize  the  declaration  of  an  inde- 
pendent Palestinian  state. 

It  is  also  important  tc  emphasize 
that  the  U.S.  commitment  to  the  se- 
curity of  Israel  remains  unflinching. 

Q.  What  was  it  today  that 
changed  your  mind? 

A.  I  didn't  change  my  mind.  They 
changed  theirs — they  made  their  state- 
ment clear,  so  that  it  doesn't  have  the 
ambiguities  in  it  that  earlier  statements 
had  which  tended  to  allow  various  peo- 
ple to  give  different  interpretations  of 
what  was  meant. 

Q.  What  was  different  about  it 
today? 

A.  It  was  clear.  It  was  not 
encumbered. 

Q.  What  about  the  PLO's  record, 
which  only  2  weeks  ago  you  described 
as  a  terrorism  record?  You  called  Ara- 
fat | PLO  leader  Yasir  Arafat]  an  ac- 
complice or  an  accessory  to  terrorism. 
You  denied  him  a  visa.  Are  you  ex- 
punging the  PLO  record  and  saying 
"let  bygones  be  bygones"? 

A.  No.  When  we  have  our  di- 
alogue, you  can  be  sure  that  the  first 
item  of  business  on  our  agenda  in  that 
dialogue  will  be  the  subject  of  ter- 
rorism, and  we'll  make  it  clear  that  our 
position  about  the  importance  of  the  re- 
nunciation of  terrorism  is  central. 

Q.  But  what  can  a  dialogue  do 
about  people  who  are  already  dead, 
and  how  does  your  statement  bear  on 
the  promise  Kissinger  made  the 
Israelis? 

A.  The  promise  that  Kissinger 
made  the  Israelis — which  had  to  do 
with  [Resolutions]  242  and  338  and  with 
the  recognition  of  Israel's  right  to  ex- 
ist— since  that  time,  we  have  added  our 
insistence  on  a  renunciation  of 
terrorism. 


Those  conditions  have  been  U.S. 
conditions  for  a  dialogue  with  the  PLO 
going  back  to  1975.  Our  position  has 
not  changed.  We  have  stayed  with  that 
position  consistently,  and  now  today  we 
have  an  acceptance  of  those  conditions 
in  a  clear-cut  way. 

Q.  Have  you  told  the  State  of  Is- 
rael of  your  intentions?  And  can  you 
tell  us  what  their  response  was? 

A.  Everybody  has  been  put  on 
notice  repeatedly  since  1975,  in  effect, 
that  if  the  PLO  meets  our  conditions, 
then  we're  prepared  for  a  substantive 
dialogue.  That  is  well  known. 

Of  course,  we  have  had  communica- 
tions with  Israel,  as  we  have  with  other 
states;  and  we  have  been  engaged  in 
the  last  hour  or  so  in  trying  to  call 
people  to  tell  them  explicitly  what  we 
are  prepared  to  do  now  that  there  is 
this  statement.  But  I  don't  want  to  try 
to  speak  for  others.  I'm  only  speaking 
for  the  United  States. 

Q.  Do  you  have  any  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  the  Israelis  would  be  will- 
ing to  sit  down  with  the  PLO? 

A.  No,  I  don't  have  any  reason  to 
believe  that.  All  I'm  telling  you  is  what 
the  U.S.  policies  are;  this  policy  has 
been  in  place  since  1975,  and  it  has 
been  consistently  adhered  to.  Now  that 
we  see  a  change  in  the  posture  of  the 
PLO,  all  we're  doing  is  following 
through  on  that  policy.  Our  policy  re- 
mains unchanged. 

Q.  Do  you  see  this  as  a  single 
meeting  or  as  the  beginning  of  a  proc- 
ess in  which  there  will  be  a  series  of 
meetings,  and  aimed  at  what  result? 
If  it  is  going  to  be  a  series  of  meet- 
ings, where  do  you  want  it  to  go? 

A.  The  meetings  are  not  an  end  in 
themselves.  Our  object  is  a  comprehen- 
sive peace,  and  so  our  object  in  any 
dialogue  that  we  have  with  the  PLO 
will  emphasize  our  desire  for  that  and 
our  views  of  what  it  takes  to  get  there. 

I  made  a  speech  last  September  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States  and  set  out 
our  views  as  a  supplement  to  the  views 
contained  in  the  initiative  that  we 
worked  on  earlier  this  year.  So  our  ob- 
ject is  not  a  dialogue;  our  object  is 
peace,  and  we  will  be  talking  to  the 
PLO  as  to  others  in  an  effort  to  move 
things  along  toward  that  objective. 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/February  1989 


51 


MIDDLE  EAST 


U.S.  Ambassador  to  Tunisia  Robert  H.  Pelletreau,  Jr.,  (right)  shakes  hands  with 
Abdulla  Hourani,  a  representative  of  the  PLO,  at  their  first  meeting,  held  in  Tunis  on 
December  16,  1988.  At  the  conclusion  of  this  meeting,  Ambassador  Pelletreau  said: 
"We  have  just  concluded  the  initial  meeting  between  the  United  States  and  represen- 
tatives of  the  PLO.  The  Palestinian  side  was  represented  by  two  members  of  the 
executive  committee,  director  general  of  the  political  department,  and  the  PLO  repre- 
sentative in  Tunis.  On  the  American  side,  I  was  accompanied  by  the  embassy  political 
counselor,  Edmund  Hull.  Our  discussions  were  very  practical  and  characterized,  I 
would  say,  by  seriousness  of  purpose.  It  is  our  hope  this  dialogue,  as  it  develops,  will 
help  bring  about  direct  negotiations  that  lead  to  a  comprehensive  peace.  I  also  wish 
to  express  our  appreciation  to  President  Ben  Ali  and  the  Tunisian  Government  for 
their  assistance  in  helping  with  the  arrangements  for  this  initial  get-together." 


Q.  Secretary  Kissinger  was  at  the 
White  House  this  morning.  Was  that 
why  he  was  there? 

A.  No,  it  wasn't.  However,  I  did 
talk  to  Secretary  Kissinger  since  we 
got  word  of  this  development. 

Q.  Your  statement  at  the  Ameri- 
can Colony  [Hotel]  was  addressed  spe- 
cifically to  Palestinians  resident  in 
the  West  Bank  and  Gaza  and  specifi- 
cally not  to  the  PLO.  Does  this  di- 
alogue with  the  PLO  now  mean  that 
the  United  States  is  prepared  to  ad- 
dress that  sort  of  statement  to  the 
PLO  leadership  as  well  as  to  other 
Palestinians? 

A.  That  was  a  statement  to  Pales- 
tinians that  I  made  in  Jerusalem  last 
spring,  as  I  remember.  You  have  the 
date  of  it  in  mind? 

Q.  February. 

A.  I  forget.  It's  been  some  while 
ago.  Anyway,  I  sought  a  meeting  with 
Palestinians;  I  went  to  their  turf,  so  to 


speak,  and  they  would  not  meet.  Of 
course,  the  word  we  got  was  that  they 
were  afraid  to  meet  because  they  were 
afraid  they  would  be  killed  if  they  did. 
So  I  went,  and  I  made  a  statement 
that  you  referred  to,  saying,  "Here  is 
what  I  would  have  told  you  if  you  had 
come."  We  issued  that  statement  as  a 
statement  of  our  efforts  toward  peace 
and  of  our  recognition,  which  has  been 
consistent.  It's  obviously  so  that  if 
you're  going  to  get  to  a  peaceful  settle- 
ment in  the  Middle  East,  you  have  to 
include  Palestinians  in  the  process  from 
the  beginning  and  at  the  end.  That  is 
clear  enough,  and  that  was  basically 
what  I  said. 

Q.  As  an  example  of  this,  are  you 
going  to  be  willing  to  talk  with  Mr. 
Arafat  before  you  leave  office? 

A.  What  I  am  doing  is  authorizing 
our  Ambassador  in  Tunisia  to  make 
himself  available  for  a  direct  dialogue, 
and  we  are  making  it  clear  that  this  is 
the  only  authorized  channel  of  commu- 
nication. So  anybody  else  who  is  repre- 


senting themselves  as  a  channel  is  not  a 
channel.  This  is  the  authoritative  chan- 
nel representing  the  U.S.  Government. 
What  may  evolve  from  this  remains 
to  be  seen.  But  I  think  that  when  it 
comes  to  any  genuine,  substantive  dis- 
cussion, we  are  in  a  transition  phrase, 
and  it  is  basically  for  the  next  Admin- 
istration to  decide  what  they  do. 

Q.  When  will  the  first  meeting  be 
held? 

A.  We  have  seen  this  PLO  state- 
ment. I'm  making  this  response  on  be- 
half of  the  President.  I  might  say  the 
President  [and]  the  Vice  President 
agree  with  this,  and  I'm  authorizing 
now  the  Ambassador  in  Tunis  to  under- 
take this  dialogue.  But  when  there  will 
be  a  meeting,  I  don't  know. 

Q.  Now  that  the  United  States 
has  recognized  the  PLO  as  a  legiti- 
mate partner  for  negotiations,  do  you 
feel  that  there's  any  reason  for  Israel 
not  to  negotiate  with  the  PLO? 

A.  What  we  are  doing,  as  a  result 
of  the  PLO's  meeting  our  conditions,  is 
establishing  a  substantive  dialogue  with 
them.  We  hope  that  that  dialogue  may 
help  bring  about  direct  negotiations 
that  will  lead  to  peace. 

How  those  negotiations  are  struc- 
tured, who  is  there  to  speak  on  behalf 
of  the  Palestinians,  is  a  subject  that's  a 
difficult  one.  We've  worked  on  it  a  long 
time,  and  I  imagine  it  will  continue  to 
be  difficult.  But,  at  any  rate,  we'll  have 
a  dialogue  with  the  PLO,  and  that  di- 
alogue will  be  designed  to  find  answers 
to  those  questions. 

Q.  Now  that  the  PLO  has  recog- 
nized Israel's  right  to  exist  and  the 
UN  resolutions  and  renounced  ter- 
rorism, do  you  feel  there's  any  reason 
that  Israel  should  not  now  talk  to  the 
PLO? 

A.  Israel  has  its  own  views  and 
own  policies,  and  Israel  has  always 
made  it  clear  that  these  conditions  that 
are  U.S.  conditions  are  not  necessarily 
theirs.  So  I  am  not  in  any  way  speaking 
for  Israel.  It's  totally  for  Israel  to  make 
its  own  decisions  about  what  it  wants 
to  do,  and  there's  nothing  to  be  inferred 
judgmentally  about  what  they  should 
do. 

I'm  only  saying  that  for  the  period 
since  1975,  the  United  States  has  had  a 
position  in  effect  that  if  the  PLO  meets 
these  conditions,  we  will  have  a  sub- 
stantive dialogue.  And  since  they  have 
met  the  conditions,  we  are  carrying 
through  on  our  policy.  That's  the  sum 
and  substance  of  it. 
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Q.  Have  you  conferred  with  the 
incoming  Administration,  since  you 
have  insisted  that  you're  in  a  transi- 
tional state?  And  will  you  be  able  to 
tell  us  what's  their  stand  on  it? 

A.  The  President  and  the  Vice 
President  both  have  followed  these  de- 
velopments very  closely;  they  have  re- 
viewed— each  of  them — this  most 
recent  development.  They  both  agree 
that  under  these  circumstances,  the 
conditions  for  a  substantive  dialogue, 
which  we  had  in  place  since  1975,  have 


been  met,  and  so  we  should  state  that 
we  are  ready  to  undertake  that 
dialogue. 

Now  as  far  as  what  will  be  the 
efforts  of  the  Administration  of 
President-elect  Bush,  that  is  for  them 
to  determine,  and  that  remains  to  be 
seen. 


■Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Dec.  19,  1988. 
2Press  release  257.  ■ 


U.S.  Denies  Visa  to  PLO  Leader  Arafat 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
NOV.  26,  19881 

The  1947  UN  headquarters  agreement 
obligates  the  United  States  to  provide 
certain  rights  of  entry,  transit,  and 
residence  to  persons  invited  to  the 
UN  headquarters  district  in  New 
York  City. 

The  Congress  of  the  United 
States  conditioned  the  entry  of  the 
United  States  into  the  UN  headquar- 
ters agreement  on  the  retention  by 
the  U.S.  Government  of  the  authority 
to  bar  the  entry  of  aliens  associated 
with  or  invited  by  the  United  Nations 
"in  order  to  safeguard  its  own 
security." 

In  this  regard,  U.S.  law  excludes 
members  of  the  Palestine  Liberation 
Organization  (PLO)  into  the  United 
States  by  virtue  of  their  affiliation  in 
an  organization  which  engages  in  ter- 
rorism. The  Secretary  of  State  is 
vested  by  law  with  the  discretion  to 
recommend  to  the  Attorney  General 
that  the  prohibition  against  a  particu- 
lar PLO  member  be  waived. 

The  UN  General  Assembly  in 
1974  invited  the  Palestine  Liberation 
Organization  to  participate  as  an  ob- 
server at  the  General  Assembly.  The 
United  States  acknowledged  that  this 
UN  invitation  obligates  the  United 
States  to  accord  PLO  observers  entry, 
transit,  and  residence;  therefore,  visa 
waivers  have  been  issued  to  such  indi- 
viduals as  a  routine  practice.  As  a 
result,  a  PLO  Observer  Mission  has 
been  in  operation  at  the  United  Na- 
tions since  1975.  The  PLO,  therefore, 
has  had,  and  continues  to  have,  ample 
opportunity  to  make  its  positions 
known  to  the  membership  of  the 
United  Nations. 


On  November  24,  1988,  we  re- 
ceived an  application  from  Mr.  Yasir 
Arafat,  Chairman  of  the  PLO,  for  a 
visa  to  attend  the  UN  General  As- 
sembly session  in  New  York  City  as 
an  invitee.  The  Secretary  of  State  has 
decided  not  to  recommend  a  waiver  of 
ineligibility  in  this  case;  the  visa  ap- 
plication, therefore,  is  not  approved. 

The  U.S.  Government  has  con- 
vincing evidence  that  PLO  elements 
have  engaged  in  terrorism  against 
Americans  and  others.  This  evidence 
includes  a  series  of  operations  under- 
taken by  the  Force  17  and  the  Hawari 
organizations  since  the  PLO  claimed 
to  foreswear  the  use  of  terrorism  in 
the  Cairo  declaration  of  November 
1985.  As  Chairman  of  the  PLO,  Mr. 
Arafat  is  responsible  for  actions  of 
these  organizations  which  are  units  of 
Fatah,  an  element  of  the  PLO  of 
which  he  also  is  chairman  and  which 
is  under  his  control. 

The  most  recent  sign  of  Mr.  Ara- 
fat's associations  with  terrorism  was 
the  presence  at  the  Algiers  session  of 
the  Palestine  National  Council  this 
month  of  Abu  Abbas,  a  member  of  the 
Executive  Committee  of  the  PLO  who 
has  been  convicted  by  the  Italian  ju- 
dicial system  of  the  murder  of  an 
American  citizen,  Mr.  Leon 
Klinghoffer. 

In  summary,  we  find  that: 

•  The  PLO,  through  certain  of  its 
elements,  has  employed  terrorism 
against  Americans; 

•  Mr.  Arafat,  as  Chairman  of  the 
PLO,  knows  of,  condones,  and  lends 
support  to  such  acts;  he,  therefore,  is 
an  accessory  to  such  terrorism; 


•  Terrorism  and  those  involved  in  it 
are  a  serious  threat  to  our  national  se- 
curity and  to  the  lives  of  American  cit- 
izens; and 

•  The  headquarters  agreement, 
contained  in  Public  Law  80-357,  re- 
serves to  us  the  right  to  bar  the  entry 
of  those  who  represent  a  threat  to  our 
security. 

The  United  States  firmly  believes 
that  Palestinian  political  rights  must  be 
recognized  and  addressed.  A  compre- 
hensive settlement  of  the  Arab-Israeli 
conflict  is  achievable  through  the  peace 
process  that  already  has  brought  signif- 
icant progress.  Palestinian  participation 
is  required  at  every  stage  of  the  nego- 
tiations required  to  achieve  peace,  jus- 
tice, and  security.  Participation 
requires  responsibilities,  however.  All 
parties  must  demonstrate  their  desire 
to  make  peace;  they  must  adhere  to 
internationally  accepted  principles  and 
norms.  No  participant  in  a  peace  proc- 
ess can  wave  the  flag  of  justice  in  one 
hand  and  brandish  the  weapons  of  ter- 
rorism in  the  other.  All  participants 
must  renounce  violence  and  terrorism. 

The  outcome  of  the  Palestine  Na- 
tional Council  session  in  Algiers  pro- 
duced signs  that  there  are  Palestinians 
who  are  trying  to  move  the  PLO  in  a 
constructive  way.  That  is  encouraging 
and  should  continue.  It  is  unfortunate 
that  the  blight  of  terrorism  still  afflicts 
the  Palestinian  cause  and  leaves  no  al- 
ternative to  decisions  such  as  the  Sec- 
retary has  taken  today. 


'Made  available  to  news  correspond- 
ents by  Department  spokesman  Charles 
Redman.  ■ 
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Under  Secretary  Armacost's 
Interview  on  "Face  the  Nation" 


Under  Secretary  for  Political  Af- 
fairs Michael  H.  Armacost  was  inter- 
viewed on  CBS-TV's  "Face  the  Nation" 
on  December  18,  1988,  by  Lesley  Stahl. 

Q.  The  U.S.  Government  has,  we  are 
told,  put  all  of  our  Embassies  around 
the  world  on  special  alert  out  of  fear 
of  a  terrorist  attack.  If  such  an  at- 
tack should  take  place,  what  do  we 
expect  Mr.  Arafat  [Palestine  Libera- 
tion Organization  (PLO)  leader  Yasir 
Arafat]  to  do? 

A.  We  are  going  to  take  him  at  his 
word.  He's  made  an  unqualified  com- 
mitment not  only  to  condemn  but  to 
renounce  all  forms  of  terrorism.  And  if 
terrorism  persists  and  if  they  are 
accountable  for  it,  then  we  would  be 
unable  to  move  forward  in  our  dialogue. 
If  attacks  occur,  and  it  appears  the  re- 
sponsibility of  elements  that  are  close 
to  the  PLO,  we  would  expect  him  to 
denounce  them,  to  dissociate  from 
them,  certainly  to  expel  any  elements 
that  are  involved  in  this  from  the  PLO. 

Q.  But  basically,  in  terms  of  de- 
nouncing and  condemning,  he's  done 
that  in  the  past,  and  we  are  told  even 
when  we've  had  evidence  of  direct 
PLO  involvement. 

A.  As  I  said,  we  are  not  talking 
simply  about  condemning;  we  are  talk- 
ing about  dissociation  and  expulsion. 

Q.  Why  did  we  accept  the  fact 
that  Mr.  Abu  Abbas  remains  on  his 
executive  committee?  He  is  the  mem- 
ber of  the  PLO  that  has  been  indicted 
for  the  murder  of  Leon  Klinghoffer, 
the  American  who  was  on  the  Achille 
Lauro. 

A.  I  think  it  highlights  the  prob- 
lem. If  elements  that  are  still  associ- 
ated with  the  executive  committee,  if 
they  are  involved  in  further  acts  of  ter- 
rorism by  which — 

Q.  What  about  past  acts? 

A.  I  think  we  are  really  having  to 
move  forward  at  this  point.  They've 
made  this  declaration  for  the  first  time; 
it  is  a  new  step,  and  we'll  be  watching 
very  closely  to  see  whether  or  not  they 
live  up  to  their  word. 

Q.  Have  we  asked  him,  will  we 
ask  him  to  expel  this  man  from  the 
executive  committee,  or  are  we  just 
going  to  swallow  the  fact  that  he's 
there,  an  indicted  murderer? 

A.  I  think  our  interest  is  in  their 
conduct. 


Q.  From  here  forward? 

A.  If  these  are  merely  rhetorical 
matters,  then  we  are  not  going  to  get 
very  far.  If  it  foreshadows  a  change  of 
conduct,  then  it  seems  to  me  we've  ac- 
complished something  that's  significant. 
And  from  Israel's  standpoint,  if  it's 
merely  rhetorical  and  there  are  further 
acts  of  terrorism,  then  the  dialogue 
won't  proceed.  If  there  is  a  change  of 
behavior,  they  will  be  the  principal 
beneficiary. 

Q.  Where  do  you  think  the  ball 
is?  Is  it  in  Israel's  court  right  now?  Is 
it  incumbent  upon  Israel  at  this  stage 
to  come  out  with  some  kind  of  initia- 
tive of  its  own  to  match  or  to  answer? 

A.  I  think  the  initiative  has  to  be 
assumed  by  all  the  parties. 

Q.  Mr.  Arafat  made  a  step. 

A.  He  has  taken  a  step.  And  we 
have  acknowledged  the  step  by  initiat- 
ing a  dialogue.  Israel  obviously  has  to 
form  a  government.  We've  got  a  new 
Administration  that  has  to  take  office. 
The  PLO  has  to  demonstrate  by  deeds 
that  these  words  are  meaningful. 

But  we  have  a  situation  in  which 
the  Palestinians,  if  they  are  going  to 
secure  the  recognition  of  their  political 
rights,  which  they  deserve  and  they  re- 
quire, then  they  have  to  accommodate 
themselves  to  Israel's  right  to  exist 
and,  indeed,  Israel's  right  to  have  se- 
cure borders.  Israel  has  to  step  up  like- 
wise, if  it  wishes  security,  which  it 
deserves  and  requires,  to  the  need  to 
withdraw  from  territories  and  to  accept 
the  fact  that  the  Palestinians  have  legit- 
imate rights.  How  these  accommoda- 
tions are  struck  must  emerge  from  the 
negotiations.  We  are  still  trying  to  fig- 
ure out  a  way  to  get  the  negotiations 
started.  That's  an  issue  on  which  all  the 
parties  have  a  role  to  play. 

Q.  [Israeli  Foreign  Minister] 
Peres  very  passionately  makes  the 
point  that  if  they  really  do  want  to 
live  in  peace,  why  doesn't  Mr.  Arafat 
say  to  the  young  people  in  these  oc- 
cupied territories:  Prove  to  the  Is- 
raelis that  we  do  want  to  live  in 
peace,  and  just  for  a  short  time,  let's 
have  a  cease-fire,  or  whatever  you 
want  to  call  it,  in  the  violence?  Is 
that  the  next  step? 

A.  I  think  it  would  be  very  helpful 
if  there  is  a  subsiding  of  violence  in  the 
territories. 


Q.  But  Mr.  Arafat  seems  to  be 
saying  just  the  opposite. 

A.  Spokesmen  have  been  saying 
that.  It's  true,  of  course,  that  the 
intifada — which  covers  a  lot:  demon- 
strations, strikes — there  is  violence, 
and  the  violence  is  unhelpful,  it  rein- 
forces the  chasm  of  distrust  which  ex- 
ists. The  objective  of  the  peace  process 
is  to  overcome  that.  So  a  subsiding  of 
this  violence  would  be  very  helpful  at 
this  point. 

Q.  But  how  does  the  American 
Government  square  what's  going  on? 
Mr.  Arafat  rhetorically  says  we  want 
to  live  in  peace  with  Israel,  we  recog- 
nize their  right  to  live  in  peace,  we 
want  peace;  and  yet  he,  basically,  en- 
courages with  words  the  continuation 
of  the  rock-throwing  and  the  fire- 
bombing  and  the  Molotov  cocktails. 

A.  There  are  differences  between 
different  kinds  of  acts.  The  intifada, 
when  it  emerged,  was  not  a  byproduct 
of  a  PLO  decision;  it  reflected  a  reac- 
tion to  prolonged  occupation.  So  the  re- 
action of  people  to  occupation  is  not 
going  to  cease  immediately.  But  I  think 
the  pursuit  of  that  objective  through 
violent  means  is  not  going  to  bring 
about  the  result  which  Palestinians 
want.  And  we  have  some  new  state- 
ments from  the  PLO.  I  think  we  have 
initiated  a  practical,  business-like  di- 
alogue. We  hope  now  there  will  be 
deeds  which  allow  the  parties  to  so- 
berly reflect  and  initiate  this  process 
which  can  result  in  some  accommoda- 
tion. It's  a  long  road,  but  we  need  to 
get  the  process  started. 

Q.  All  we  have  so  far  is  rhetoric, 
but  we  also  have,  just  in  terms  of 
words,  the  Arab  press  continuing  to 
talk  about  what  Arafat  did  as  the 
first  phase  in  reaching  their  goal. 
And  according  to  the  PLO  charter, 
which  still  exists,  that  goal  is  still  in 
writing  and  rhetoric  the  liquidation 
of  the  State  of  Israel.  Why  was  there 
no  insistence  by  the  United  States 
that  the  PLO  change  that  charter 
which  still  is  the  basis  of  their — 

A.  These  statements  represent  a 
supercession  of  those  aspects  of  the 
Palestinian  national  covenant. 

Q.  How  do  you  know  that? 

A.  That's  what  they  have  indicated. 

Q.  They  didn't  indicate  it 
publicly. 

A.  They  have  indicated  publicly 
that  they  accept  Israel's  right  to  exist 
in  peace  and  safety.  And  if  this  is  a 
clever  tactical  ruse,  not  only  will  the 
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dialogue  with  us  go  nowhere,  but 
there's  no  prospect  for  peace — and  they 
should  have  no  illusions.  Our  commit- 
ment to  Israel's  security  is  very  firm, 
unshakable,  rock-solid;  that  isn't  going 
to  change. 

Q.  This  is  a  test  basically. 
A.  Exactly. 

Q.  There  have  been  reports  that 
after  Mr.  Shultz  denied  Arafat  his 
visa,  between  that  and  the  acceptance 
of  this  language,  that  he  came  under 
some  prodding,  described  by  Time 
magazine  as  gentle  but,  nevertheless, 
firm  prodding  from  President-elect 
George  Bush.  Is  that  true? 

A.  I  don't  have  any  way  of  know- 
ing. What  I  suspect  is  the  case  is  that 
the  Secretary  made  a  strong  decision 
on  the  visa;  it  was  based  upon  our  law 
and  evidence  that  was  available  to  him 
regarding  Arafat's  complicity  in  ter- 
rorism. Subsequently,  in  response  to 
pressures  from  a  variety  of  sources, 
Arafat  made  declarations  which  met 
conditions  of  long  standing,  and,  there- 
fore, they  having  adjusted  their  policy 
and  pronouncements,  we  did  what  we 
said  for  many  years  we  would  do. 

Q.  The  PLO  is  now  out  ahead  of 
the  so-called  moderate  Arab  states  in 
the  region  in  recognizing  Israel's 
right  to  exist.  Will  the  United  States 
now  launch  some  kind  of  a  mission  or 
an  initiative  to  urge  the  moderate 
Arab  states  like  Jordan  and  Morocco 
and  Saudi  Arabia  and  others  in  that 
category  to  recognize  Israel? 

A.  I  think  they  recognize  Israel's 
right  to  exist,  and  they  have  long  em- 
braced the  UN  resolutions.  They  have 
;  not  established  diplomatic  relations, 
and  their  position  has  long  been  that 
will  be  a  byproduct  of  a  comprehensive 
peace  negotiation. 

Q.  What  is  the  point  of  these 
talks?  What's  the  goal,  the  end  goal 
for  the  United  States?  Is  it  to  get  Is- 
I  rael  into  the  talks? 

A.  Talks  with  the  Palestinians? 

Q.  Yes — into  that  room  with  the 
United  States  and  the  PLO?  Is  that 
the  end? 

A.  The  objective  is  not  the  di- 
alogue itself.  The  dialogue  is  helpful  if 
it  promotes  a  comprehensive  peace  ne- 
gotiation. And  the  objective  in  the  first 
meeting,  beyond  describing  in  some  de- 
tail what  we  expect  on  this  issue  of 
terrorism,  was  to  see  whether  or  not 
we  can  figure  out  a  process  through 
which  a  negotiation  can  be  established 


acceptable  to  Arabs  and  Israelis,  so 
that  we  can  move  toward  a  comprehen- 
sive peace. 

Q.  What  is  your  reaction  to  the 
latest  news  out  of  Israel  that  Mr. 
Shamir  is  forming  a  government  with 
the  religious  parties  and  not  with 
Labor? 

A.  I'd  rather  wait  until  the  results 
are  in  before  commenting. 

Q.  On  the  reports  that  a  hos- 
tage— an  American  hostage,  maybe 


Terry  Anderson — may  be  released 
soon,  any  information? 

A.  I  regret  to  say  we  haven't  had 
any  authoritative  information  on  it. 

Q.  Do  we  expect  or  not  expect? 
Before  Christmas  I  think  the  report 
was. 

A.  I  think,  through  bitter  experi- 
ence, we've  learned  not  to  count  our 
chickens  before  they  are  hatched.  But 
we  will  work  very  hard  on  it.  ■ 


Assistant  Secretary  Murphy's  Interview 
on  "This  Week  With  David  Brinkley" 


Assistant  Secretary  for  Near  East- 
ern and  South  Asian  Affairs  Rich- 
ard W.  Murphy  was  interviewed  on 
ABC-TV's  "This  Week  With  David 
Brinkley"  on  December  18,  1988,  by 
David  Brinkley  and  Sam,  Donaldson, 
ABC  News,  and  George  F.  Will,  ABC 
News  analyst. 

Q.  You've  just  heard  a  member  of  the 
Israeli  Knesset  [Benjamin 
Netanyahu] — and  probably  a  member 
of  its  government  sooner  or  later — 
that  he  feels  betrayed  and  that  the 
PLO  [Palestine  Liberation  Organiza- 
tion], in  its  Arabic  publications,  still 
promises  the  threat — the  destruction 
of  Israel.  Now  we  can  read  Arabic.  We 
know  that,  don't  we? 

A.  When  Mr.  Netanyahu  speaks  of 
betrayal,  it  is,  as  he  said,  a  very  strong 
word.  In  1975 — 13  years  ago — we  gave  a 
commitment  to  Israel  that  we  would 
not  be  dealing  with  the  PLO  unless 
they  accepted  [UN  Security  Council 
Resolutions]  242,  338,  and  Israel's  right 
to  exist.  They  did  that  on  Wednesday. 
The  Reagan  Administration  added  that 
we  would  not  deal  with  them  unless 
they  renounced  terrorism.  They  did 
that  on  Wednesday.  So  it  should  be  no 
surprise  that  we  moved  as  we  did. 

Q.  He  [Mr.  Netanyahu]  seems 
not  to  believe  any  of  that.  What  as- 
surance can  we  give  him,  or  need  we 
give  him  any? 

A.  I  don't  think  there's  an  as- 
surance that  can  be  given  today,  be- 
cause until  we  see  how  these  talks  go, 
until  some  time  has  gone  on  and  they — 
the  PLO — have  proved  that  they  meant 


exactly  what  they  said  in  renouncing 
terrorism  everywhere,  without  excep- 
tion, then  Mr.  Netanyahu  and  other  Is- 
raelis are  not  going  to  feel  assurance. 
I'm  not  surprised.  They're  living  in  a 
dangerous  area,  a  volatile  area.  And, 
naturally,  they're  deeply  suspicious. 

Q.  Why  is  the  speaking  of  a  few 
words,  orchestrated  by  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment, by  a  terrorist  at  a  press  con- 
ference in  Geneva  more  impressive  to 
the  U.S.  Government  than  the  con- 
tinued talk  in  Arabic  that  Mr. 
Netanyahu  spoke  about  about  the 
two-staged  process  for  destroying  Is- 
rael, and  the  continued  implacable 
total  hostility  to  Israel  stated  in  the 
charter  of  the  PLO? 

A.  Why  did  it  take  13  years  for  the 
PLO  leadership  and  Arafat  speaking  as 
chairman  of  the  executive  committee, 
why  did  it  take  13  years  for  those 
words  to  be  said?  We  did  orchestrate 
those  words,  but  they  were  orches- 
trated 13  years  ago.  They  have  not 
found  it  possible,  until  this  past  week, 
to  accept  them.  I  think  that  in  itself  is 
significant.  Time  will  tell  how  signifi- 
cant. They  have  not  moved  to  renounce 
the  covenant,  as  you  were  discussing 
earlier  on  the  program.  But  they  have 
said,  and  Abu  Sharif  [senior  adviser  to 
PLO  leader  Arafat]  himself  said  a  cou- 
ple of  weeks  ago  in  London,  that  the 
covenant  had  been  superseded  in  many 
of  its  parts  by  their  decision  to  go  for  a 
two-stage  solution. 

Q.  If  the  Palestinians,  those  al- 
legedly most  aggrieved  by  the  Israeli- 
Arab  dispute,  are,  as  the  American 
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Government  now  says,  converts  to 
moderation,  would  you  now  expect  in 
short  order  Jordan,  Saudi  Arabia, 
Tunisia,  Morocco,  the  United  Arab 
Emirates,  and  other  Middle  Eastern 
nations  that  the  United  States  calls 
moderate  on  this  issue  also  to  quickly 
recognize  the  legitimacy  of  the  State 
of  Israel?  And  if  they  don't,  what  in- 
ference will  you  draw  from  that. 

A.  They  accepted — most  of  those 
governments  that  you're  referring  to — 
explicitly  Resolution  242  years  ago. 
What  happened  this  past  week  was  that 
the  PLO  accepted  242  and  thereby  Is- 
rael's right  to  exist.  What  is  yet  to 
come  is  diplomatic  recognition  and  nor- 
malization between  those  other  govern- 
ments and  Israel.  And  that's  going  to 
come  in  the  context  of  the  comprehen- 
sive peace  settlement  which  we're  aim- 
ing at. 

Q.  The  United  States  has  now 
said  that  if  the  words  are  not  matched 
by  deeds,  if  terrorism  continues,  we 
will  immediately  break  off  talks,  and 
it  will  be,  as  the  President  said,  just 
back  to  square  one.  I'm  unclear  as  to 
how  you're  going  to  measure  that.  Let 
me  give  you  a  situation;  it  may  arise. 
Next  week — 2  weeks  from  now — peo- 
ple cross  from  Lebanon  into  Israel. 
They  burn  a  bus.  They  kill  civilians. 
The  Israelis  say,  here's  the  PLO.  Ara- 
fat says,  I  never  heard  of  these  peo- 
ple. Who  are  they?  What  does  the 
United  States  do? 

A.  We  are  going  to  take  these 
things  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  as  has 
been  said.  The  President  has  made  it 
plain  we  can't  sustain  this  dialogue  if 
terrorism  continues.  Terrorism  has 
been  renounced  in  words.  Now  we  shall 
see  what  happens.  Arafat  has  said  he 
will  do  his  best.  Arafat  does  not  con- 
trol— and  he's  accurate  in  that — all  Pal- 
estinian elements.  He's  got  death 
threats  out  on  him  from  some  extremist 
elements  such  as  the  Abu  Nidal  organi- 
zation. He  has  had  statements  already 
critical  of  what  he  did  in  Geneva  from 
outfits  such  as  Anmed  Jebril's  PFLP 
[Popular  Front  for  the  Liberation  of 
Palestine]  general  command.  So  we  will 
look  at  an  incident  when  it  occurs.  But 
terrorism — 

Q.  Will  we  investigate  it  our- 
selves to  try  to  ascertain  the  facts? 

A.  Of  course,  we  will.  Of  course, 
we  will. 

Q.  How  do  we  do  that? 

A.  We  have  our  sources.  We  have 
our  means.  But  what  is  plain  is  that  we 
are  not  just  going  to  go  on  words  alone. 


We  will  expect  the  PLO  leadership  to 
dissociate  itself,  to  discipline  up  and  in- 
cluding expelling  those  involved  from 
the  organization. 

Q.  If  that  hypothetical — but  I 
think  in  the  past  very  close-to-life 
example  that  I  gave  you — occurs,  are 
you  going  to  send  to  Israel  investiga- 
tors from  the  FBI?  I  mean,  I'm  not 
quite  clear  how,  if  these  incidents 
continue,  the  United  States  decides 
that  it's  not  Yasir  Arafat  and  the 
main  council  of  the  PLO;  they're  still 
trying  to  live  up  to  their  commit- 
ment. Or  how,  in  Ambassador 
Netanyahu's  words,  they've  simply 
lied  to  us,  and  we've  got  to  break  off. 

A.  We  will,  as  I  say,  look  at  each 
case  as  it  comes  up.  I  think  it  would  be 
fatuous  to  assume  today  that  there  will 
be  no  further  violence  in  the  region.  It 
is  very  volatile.  It  is  a  dangerous  situa- 
tion. And  further  actions  can  be  ex- 
pected. What  we're  aiming  at  by 
opening  this  dialogue  is  to  advance  the 
issue  of  Israel's  security,  to  advance 
through  negotiations  in  the  framework 
of  an  international  conference  to  get  to 
a  comprehensive  settlement. 

Q.  This  new  American  policy  was 
quite  startling.  Describe  for  us  the 
genesis  of  it.  Where  did  it  come  from? 
Whose  idea  was  it? 

A.  It  came  from  1975.  It  is  not  a 
new  policy.  There  was  no  change.  You 
can  use  words  like  breakthrough,  if  you 
will.  But  the  breakthrough  was  made 
by  the  PLO,  not  in  terms  of  U.S.  pol- 
icy. Nor  did  we  dictate  the  words  to 
Arafat  to  say  last  Wednesday  in  Ge- 
neva. Those  words  were  set  out  by  the 
U.S.  Government,  most  of  them  liter- 
ally 13  years  ago. 

Q.  In  1980  candidate  Ronald  Rea- 
gan said,  and  I  quote:  "Israel  and  Jor- 
dan are  the  two  Palestinian  states 
envisioned  by  the  United  Nations."  Is 
that  still  the  policy  of  the  U.S. 
Government? 

A.  We  do  not  consider  Jordan  the 
Palestinian  state,  no.  Jordan  has  its 
own  history.  Jordan  has  its  own  status 
as  a  sovereign  state. 

Q.  Ethnically,  geographically, 
historically,  it's  Palestine.  And  the 
PLO  calls  it  Palestine  in  its  charter. 

A.  Ethnically  I  wouldn't  say  it  was 
Palestine.  It's  a  mix.  You  have  what  are 
known  as  East  Bankers,  people  from 
the  stock,  from  the  ethnic — 

Q.  Has  Ronald  Reagan  changed 
his  mind  on  this? 

A.  We  today  do  not  certainly  con- 
sider Jordan  to  be  part  of  Palestine. 


Q.  Where  do  we  go  from  here?  If 
the  Israelis  won't  ever  talk  to  the 
PLO,  what  good  does  it  do  for  us  to 
talk  to  the  PLO?  Where  is  the  end  of 
that  conversation? 

A.  "Won't  ever"  is  perhaps  a  long 
period  of  time.  The  Israelis  are  natu- 
rally suspicious;  we  understand  that. 
They're  disappointed;  we  understand 
that.  But  we  expect  that  through  our 
dialogue,  some  of  the  answers  that  are 
troubling  the  Israelis,  as  they  have 
troubled  us  over  the  years,  will  become 
clearer.  Who  is  going  to  represent  the 
Palestinians  in  talks?  How  will  a  confer- 
ence be  structured?  All  of  these  ques- 
tions  are  out  there  to  be  clarified.  We 
hope  this  dialogue — 

Q.  Israel  now  has  told  us,  at 
least  Ambassador  Netanyahu  has  told 
us,  that  there  may  be  strained  rela- 
tionships between  our  two  countries, 
with  consequences  that  could  lead  not 
toward  peace  but  toward  more  unrest 
in  the  area. 

A.  Israel  has  no  reason  to  doubt 
our  reliability  as  its  ally.  We  will  stand 
with — we  will  stand  with  it  maintaining 
its  military  edge.  We  will  stand  with  it 
through  negotiations.  There  is  no  rea- 
son for  a  sense  of  betrayal  or  deep 
disappointment. 

Q.  Clearly,  Israel  will  never  com- 
ply with  the  preconditions  that  Arafat 
has  set  out  for  the  convening  of  the 
international  conference — the  with- 
drawal from  the  West  Bank  and  the 
occupation,  in  effect,  of  the  West 
Bank  by  the  United  Nations.  That 
means,  before  you  can  conceivably 
think  of  an  international  conference, 
the  PLO  has  to  drop  lots  of  precondi- 
tions. Do  you  expect  that? 

A.  I  would  expect  that  there  would 
be  many  changes  in  the  positions  of 
each  of  the  parties  before  you  can  get 
down  to  brass  tacks. 

Q.  Do  you  expect  Israel  to  com- 
promise on  those  two  points? 

A.  I  would  not  expect  Israel  to  ac- 
cept a  UN  trusteeship,  mandate,  what- 
ever you  want  to  call  it,  over  the  areas 
from  which  its  forces  might  one  day 
withdraw.  Israel  wants  to  deal  face-to- 
face  with  the  parties. 

Q.  When  Secretary  Shultz  denied 
Arafat  a  visa  to  the  United  Nations, 
did  he  think  all  of  this  out?  Did  he 
intend  all  of  this  to  happen?  Or  did  he 
just  fall  into  it? 
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A.  The  Secretary  saw  it  as  two 
separate  issues.  He  had  the  law  govern- 
ing the  question  of  the  visa,  and  he 
applied  that  law.  He  did  not  seek  a 
waiver  to  that  law.  This  was  a  separate 
matter.  When  the  PLO  moved  on 
Wednesday  to  meet  these  longstanding 


American  conditions,  then  he 
responded. 

Q.  So  you  don't  claim  it  was 
Shultz's  pressure  and  genius  that  did 
this? 

A.  Oh,  no,  absolutely  not;  two  sep- 
arate issues.  ■ 


The  Search  for  Middle  East  Peace 


by  Richard  W.  Murphy 

Address  before  the  Center  for  Stra- 
tegic and  International  Studies 
Symposium  on  December  8,  1988. 
Ambassador  Murphy  is  Assistant  Sec- 
retary for  Near  Eastern  and  South 
Asian  Affairs. 

I  greatly  appreciate  the  opportunity  to 
be  here  this  morning  with  such  an  as- 
sembly of  experts.  I  returned  several 
hours  ago  from  a  2-week  trip  to  South 
Asia — where  the  problems  are  as  tena- 
cious and  as  baffling  as  the  Arab-Israeli 
conflict;  deep-seated  communal  tensions, 
security  concerns,  minority  issues, 
boundary  and  other  disputes — all 
with  a  familiar  ring  to  those  who  have 
worked  at  resolving  the  divisions  be- 
tween Arabs  and  Israelis.  The  thorny 
issues  in  South  Asia  too  have  caused 
wars,  are  seen  by  many  as  intractable, 
and  demand  creativity  and  flexibility  if 
there  ever  is  to  be  true  peace.  The 
leaders  in  that  region  are  well  aware  of 
the  challenges  facing  them  and  of  the 
need  to  work  for  acceptable  compro- 
mises. The  recent  election  in  Pakistan 
is  an  example  of  this  process  in 
progress. 

But  let's  look  directly  at  what  Pal- 
estinians have  been  doing  over  recent 
months  to  affect  their  future,  how  this 
fits  into  the  search  for  Middle  East 
peace,  and  what  the  intifada  [Israeli 
word  meaning  "uprising"]  may  portend 
if  there  is  no  resolute  effort  to  achieve 
a  negotiated  settlement. 

Examining  the  Intifada 

For  a  year  now,  Palestinians  in  the  oc- 
cupied territories  have  been  protesting 
Israeli  occupation  with  demonstrations, 
strikes,  and  violent  confrontation  with 
the  Israeli  Army.  They  are  determined 
to  keep  world  attention  focused  square- 
ly on  the  Palestinians  and  their  protest. 
There  are  signs  that  a  new  leadership 
may  be  emerging.  There  also  are  signs 
that  some  see  their  new  energy  of  op- 


position in  Islamic  terms,  while  others 
are  trying  to  figure  out  how  to  direct 
this  vigor  into  political  channels  which 
could  lead  to  a  resolution  of  the  conflict 
with  Israel.  In  examining  the  intifada 
and  what  it  means,  a  number  of  ques- 
tions come  to  mind;  answers,  as  always, 
are  more  difficult. 

But  the  principal  questions  are:  Is 
all  of  this  sustainable?  Can  the  Israeli 
military  wear  down  the  resistance — en- 
during the  open  defiance  of  the  opposi- 
tion and  smother  its  political  out- 
growths? Will  the  PLO  [Palestine  Lib- 
eration Organization]  be  seen  as  doing 
enough  to  maintain  its  position  of  lead- 
ership over  the  population  in  the  occu- 
pied territories?  Is  there  a  new  leader- 
ship emerging  in  the  West  Bank  and 
Gaza  Strip  determined  to  insert  more 
realism  into  Palestinian  demands?  Will 
the  PLO  itself  become  more  realistic? 
Has  the  intifada  really  become  a  durable 
priority  in  the  Arab  world's  perspective 
on  the  peace  process?  And  finally,  has 
the  significance  of  four  decades  of  state- 
to-state  warfare  diminished  and  the 
problem  really  come  full  circle  back  to 
its  basic,  communal  beginnings? 

At  least  for  now,  the  intifada  is  an 
important  part  of  the  Middle  East 
problem  facing  our  next  Administra- 
tion. But  there  are  other  factors  in  the 
region,  other  realities  and  develop- 
ments which  the  new  Adminstration 
will  have  to  deal  with;  and  probably 
early  on  in  its  term. 

Palestinian  Participation  in 
the  Peace  Process 

Over  the  past  several  months,  Palestin- 
ians have  begun  to  demonstrate 
broader  interest  in  participation  in  the 
peace  process.  There  has  been  much 
debate  in  Palestinian  circles  about  just 
how  to  become  involved.  Increasingly, 
Palestinians  are  thrashing  out  the  com- 
plexities of  moving  toward  accommoda- 
tion with  Israel  and  of  resolving  the 
status  of  the  occupied  territories.  Ob- 
viously, many  in  the  Palestinian  com- 


munity are  grappling  with  the  issues  of 
terrorism  and  the  role  of  [UN  Security 
Council]  Resolutions  242  and  338  and 
are  reexamining  and  abandoning  the 
earlier  dogmas  of  armed  struggle  and 
total  victory.  And,  as  Secretary  Shultz 
said  December  4,  there  was  some  sig- 
nificant movement  at  the  PNC  [Pal- 
estine National  Council].  We  are  glad  to 
see  the  PNC  do  what  it  did  at  Algiers, 
we  encourage  it,  and  we  hope  to  see 
more  progress  toward  the  fundamental 
issue  of  the  acceptance  of  Israel.  How- 
ever, in  its  public  statements,  the  PNC 
fell  short.  It  failed  to  address  clearly 
and  unambiguously  the  core  issues  of 
terrorism  and  UN  Security  Council 
Resolutions  242  and  338  as  the  basis  of 
negotiations.  It  also  failed  to  accept 
explicitly  the  right  of  Israel  to  exist. 
Yesterday  in  Stockholm,  Arafat  took 
the  process  another  step  forward.  Still 
he  fell  short  of  the  mark,  but  the  pro- 
gress is  in  the  right  direction  and  again 
is  welcome. 

True,  the  intifada  is  in  the  minds 
of  most  as  this  debate  goes  on.  But,  it 
lacks  a  positive  thrust;  it  rejects  the 
status  quo  but,  so  far,  offers  little  con- 
crete in  its  place. 

And  so,  I  ask,  has  the  PLO  done 
all  it  can  to  make  it  plain  that  they 
seriously  desire  peace?  Have  Palestin- 
ian leaders  mounted  a  persuasive  politi- 
cal program  for  peace  in  ways  that  are 
convincing  to  Israelis?  We  cannot  for- 
get that  it  is  with  Israel  that  Pales- 
tinians must  ultimately  deal  in  concrete 
and  constructive  ways.  Have  they,  in 
fact,  reassured  those  of  us  who  are  in- 
volved but  come  from  outside  the  re- 
gion that  Palestinians  are  committed 
to  a  comprehensive  peace  addressing 
Israeli  concerns  as  well  as  Palestinian 
rights? 

These  past  few  days  there  has  been 
a  sharp,  critical  reaction  to  the  Secre- 
tary's decision  not  to  grant  a  visa  for 
Yasir  Arafat,  who  was  invited  to  ap- 
pear at  the  UN  General  Assembly  in 
New  York.  The  Secretary  decided  the 
issue  on  the  basis  of  terrorism  and  the 
intensity  of  the  U.S.  opposition  to  ter- 
rorism in  all  its  forms.  The  decision  was 
not,  nor  could  it  be  directed  in  any  way 
against  Palestinians  and  their  centrality 
to  the  peace  process.  No  one  contests 
the  principle  that  legitimate  Palestinian 
rights  must  be  addressed  and  that  Pal- 
estinians must  participate  at  every 
stage  of  the  negotiating  process.  With- 
out their  participation — and  their  ac- 
ceptance of  the  final  results — there  can 
be  no  peace  in  the  region.  But,  the 
vagueness  and  ambiguous  words  which 
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the  PLO  has  used  to  address  terrorism, 
and  actions  taken  by  some  elements  of 
the  PLO  since  1985,  point  openly  to  the 
need  for  change  in  Arafat's  position  on 
this  issue.  In  this  context,  we  particu- 
larly welcome  the  relative  clarity  of  the 
language  at  Stockholm.  Let's  hope  that 
performance  matches  that  promise. 

Political  Efforts  Within  the  Region 

Elsewhere  in  the  region,  turning  to  Jor- 
dan and  King  Hussein,  there's  no  ques- 
tion that  Jordan  will  remain  fully 
committed  to  peace  and  active  in  seek- 
ing it.  For  years,  King  Hussein  has  per- 
sisted in  courageous  and  exhaustive 
efforts  to  explore  paths  toward  a  com- 
mon ground  of  accommodation  and 
peace  acceptable  to  all.  Jordan's  inter- 
est in  reaching  peace  continues  as  firm 
as  ever.  Its  disengagement  from  the  oc- 
cupied territories  has  placed  a  greater 
obligation  on  the  Palestinians  them- 
selves which  may  be  beneficial  in  the 
long  run.  They  must  now  shoulder  the 


Situation  in  Lebanon 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
DEC.  12,  19881 

The  United  States  views  with  deep  con- 
cern the  escalating  tension  in  Lebanon. 
The  intensifying  competition  between 
Lebanon's  two  rival  governments  deep- 
ens the  dangerous  instability  in 
Lebanon  and  underscores  the  urgent 
need  to  fill  the  vacant  post  of  the 
Lebanese  presidency.  We  call  on  all 
parties  to  exercise  maximum  restraint 
and  to  refrain  from  violence.  We  urge 
the  governments  of  Gen.  'Awn  and  Dr. 
Huss  to  desist  from  any  action  that  fur- 
ther weakens  the  institutions  of  state, 
including  the  central  bank. 

Immediate  action  is  needed  to  re- 
store the  unity  and  authority  of  the 
central  government.  The  first  step 
must  be  the  constitutional  election  of  a 
consensus  president  who  is  dedicated  to 
the  implementation  of  political  reform. 
We  call  on  all  parties  to  work  energet- 
ically toward  this  end,  and  we  reaffirm 
our  own  commitment  to  political  reform 
and  the  restoration  of  Lebanon's  unity, 
sovereignty,  and  territorial  integrity. 


'Read  to  news  correspondents  by 
Department  spokesman  Charles  Redman. 


responsibilities  for  their  future  and 
take  a  more  active  part  in  the  search 
for  ways  to  open  a  dialogue  with  Israel. 
Palestinians  must  play  a  greater  role  in 
energizing  the  peace  process,  but  Jor- 
dan's participation  in  negotiations  re- 
mains vital. 

Other  Arab  states  are  searching 
for  ways  to  move  forward.  President 
Mubarak  of  Egypt  has  always  been 
aware  of  the  special  role  for  Egypt  in 
bringing  moderation  and  foresight  to 
the  parties  and  has  sought  to  use  his 
role  to  that  end.  Since  early  this  year, 
he  has  been  actively  engaged  in  encour- 
aging the  sides  to  move  toward  peace. 

Others,  like  the  Saudis,  seek  to  be 
helpful,  continuing  and  increasing  their 
efforts  to  build  on  and  give  expression 
to  the  growing  regional  consensus  that 
the  conflict  must  be  resolved  through 
political  negotiation.  We  must  all  sup- 
port this  theme  and  encourage  this  con- 
sensus. Certainly,  the  United  States 
will  do  so.  And,  we  must  continue  to 
maintain  the  strong  working  relations 
we  have  with  our  friends  in  the  re- 
gion— in  both  the  political  and  security 
assistance  spheres. 

In  Israel,  the  electorate  is  ob- 
viously very  divided  on  many  key  is- 
sues— one  among  them  being  the  way 
to  approach  peace.  Many  Israelis  recog- 
nize that  they  cannot  achieve  security 
and  acceptance  in  the  region  without  a 
resolution  of  the  Palestinian  issue.  Is- 
rael is  trying  to  find  a  means  to  resolve 
its  religious  and  secular  differences  and 
to  work  out  a  concerted  approach  to  the 
territories  from  widely  differing  views. 
At  the  same  time,  it  is  struggling  with 
its  demographic  and  ideological  prob- 
lems which  tug  at  its  very  heart.  As  we 
all  know,  security  for  Israel  means  a 
peaceful  resolution  of  the  Arab-Israeli 
conflict  and  acceptance  in  the  region. 

Whatever  government  is  eventually 
formed,  Israelis  will  have  to  be  pre- 
pared to  deal  with  the  hard  question  of 
how  to  achieve  peace — and  that  in- 
cludes the  territorial  dimension.  I've 
suggested  that  the  Palestinians  have 
not  mounted  a  case  sufficiently  per- 
suasive to  the  Israelis  that  they  are  se- 
riously interested  in  peace.  But  the 
question  should  also  be  asked  of  Israel: 
Have  Israeli  leaders  mounted  a  per- 
suasive political  program  for  peace  in 
ways  convincing  to  Palestinians?  The 
positions  of  the  Israeli  Government  and 
how  it  demonstrates  its  dedication  to 
peace  will  be  essential  if  momentum  is 
to  be  restored  to  the  process. 


The  Soviet  Approach 

Among  other  players,  the  Soviet  Union 
is  playing  a  more  assertive  role  and 
taking  a  more  realistic  approach  to 
the  region  and  the  peace  process.  Con- 
tacts between  Soviets  and  Israelis  are 
increasing.  The  Soviets  are  reemphasiz- 
ing  the  need  for  Palestinians  to  accom- 
modate Israeli  security  within  the 
context  of  negotiations  based  on  [Reso- 
lution] 242.  The  Soviets  still  fall  lock- 
step  into  many  old  positions  (an 
example  being  this  year's  UN  General 
Assembly  vote  on  Israeli  credentials). 
At  the  same  time,  they  have  shown  a 
new  awareness  of  the  complexities  ac- 
companying the  peace  process. 

Our  own  talks  with  them  on  the 
Middle  East  have  proceeded  from  the 
annual,  almost  perfunctory  exchange  of 
views  to  more  frequent,  deeper,  and 
wider  ranging  discussions.  We  are  still 
cautious  in  our  exchanges,  but  there  is 
no  question  they  are  expanding  their 
positions.  This  new  Soviet  interest  of- 
fers pluses  and  minuses  for  the  future. 
It  will  require  a  careful  and  measured 
response  on  our  part,  but  there  are 
constructive  ways  by  which  Moscow  can 
use  its  leverage  to  influence  the  par- 
ties. We  must  continue  to  explore  this 
avenue. 

Increasing  Focus  on  Missiles  and 
Chemical  Weapons 

Aside  from  the  political  efforts  in  and 
outside  the  region,  another  emerging 
factor  is  the  increasing  focus  on  mis- 
siles and  chemical  weapons  in  the  re- 
gion. There  is  alarming  missile 
proliferation,  as  well  as  a  steady  flow  of 
technology  and  materiel  into  the  area. 
The  all-too-familiar  demand  for  newer, 
more  dangerous  weaponry  continues. 
The  specter  of  chemical  weapons  use 
has  cast  its  sinister  shadow.  We  have 
already  seen  a  willingness  to  use  chem- 
ical weapons  in  the  gulf  war  and  a  bur- 
geoning fascination  with  its  production 
in  Libya.  With  chemical  weapons  a 
gruesome  danger  in  and  of  itself,  the 
possibility  of  longer  range  chemical 
weapons-armed  missiles  is  particularly 
ominous.  The  risks  of  miscalculation,  of 
preemptive  strike,  of  irresponsible 
leadership  are  real  and  present.  This 
problem  will  be  a  major  focus  for  the 
next  Administration. 

As  we  ask  what  problems  the  next 
Administration  may  face  in  the  Middle 
East  and  how  it  will  approach  them, 
there  are  a  few  general  conclusions  that 
we  can  make  based  on  past  events  in 
the  region — conclusions  that  might  be 
used  as  a  measure  for  future  use. 
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rhe  U.S.  Role 

}ur  involvement  in  the  search  for  Mid- 
He  East  peace  is  inescapable.  The  sit- 
uation in  the  region  has  its  own  dynam- 
cs;  the  new  Administration  will  have  to 
vatch  closely  and  be  ready  to  adjust 
;he  American  role  in  channeling  the 
parties  away  from  conflict,  toward  di- 
ilogue  and  peace.  As  we  all  recall, 
events  there  can  easily  get  out  of  con- 
;rol.  Tension  and  instability  in  the  Mid- 
He  East  are  present  today  as  rarely 
jefore  and  require  a  continuing  U.S. 
;ommitment  to  the  search  for  construc- 
tive ideas  and  flexibility. 

However,  it  is  the  parties  in  the 
•egion  that  have  to  provide  the  funda- 
mental answers.  They  cannot  be  man- 
ifactured  in  Washington  or  in  the 
capitals  of  the  other  permanent  mem- 
aers  of  the  Security  Council.  It  is  the 
3eoples  in  the  area  who  must  live  with 
;he  results  of  any  settlement  on  a  di- 
rect, day-to-day  basis.  It  is  they  who 
nust  work  out  the  living  arrangements 
n  this  sliver  of  territory  beside  the 
eastern  Mediterranean.  While  the  new 
Administration  can  help  set  the  tone  for 
iebate,  can  act  as  a  catalyst  and  medi- 
itor  between  the  parties,  and  can  con- 
:inually  keep  the  realities  of  the 
problem  before  them,  the  parties  them- 
selves are  the  ones  who  have  to  engage 
with  each  other  and  come  to  terms  with 
each  others'  concerns  and  aspirations. 

We  will  preserve  and  we  will  build 
an  past  achievements  in  the  peace  proc- 
sss.  This  is  not  a  new  concept.  After 
the  1967  war,  we  exerted  strong  efforts 
to  bring  [Resolution]  242  to  the  point 
where  it  achieved  general  acceptance; 
that  resolution  is  now  recognized  as  the 
appropriate  basis  for  negotiations.  The 
disengagements  after  the  1973  war, 
Camp  David,  President  Reagan's  initia- 
tive in  1982,  and  Secretary  Shultz's  pro- 
posal of  this  year  are  all  built  upon 
previous  progress.  It  will  be  for  the 
new  Administration  to  examine  differ- 
ent approaches  and  other  emphases, 
but  the  fundamentals  will  remain  the 
same.  After  all,  the  problems  haven't 
changed  that  much. 

Experience  shows  that  the  time  re- 
quired for  movement  toward  peace  has 
often  been  misjudged.  Dramatic  events 
may  catch  international  attention  and 
be  seen  as  historical  turning  points  ei- 
ther in  the  direction  of  peace  or  of  war 
and  instability.  Major  crises  or  critical 
developments  do  offer  opportunities 
but  not  without  a  lot  of  hard  work.  The 
1973  war  caught  us  by  surprise.  Like 
most  wars  in  the  Middle  East,  it  was  a 


U.S.,  U.S.S.R.  Hold 
Nonproliferation  Talks 


U.S.  STATEMENT, 
DEC.  15,  1988 

The  12th  round  of  U. S. -U.S.S.R.  bilat- 
eral consultations  on  nuclear  non- 
proliferation  issues  were  held 
December  12-15,  1988,  in  Washington. 
The  consultations  covered  a  wide  range 
of  issues,  including  preparations  for  the 
1990  Nonproliferation  Treaty  (NPT)  re- 
view conference,  prospects  for  further 
strengthening  the  international  non- 
proliferation  regime,  enhancement  of 
international  safeguards,  mutual  sup- 
port for  the  strengthening  of  the  Inter- 
national Atomic  Energy  Agency 
(IAEA),  and  situations  of  regional  con- 
cern from  a  nuclear  proliferation  per- 
spective. The  American  delegation  was 
headed  by  Ambassador  at  Large  Rich- 
ard T.  Kennedy,  and  the  Soviet  delega- 
tion was  headed  by  Dr.  Boris  Semenov, 
First  Deputy  Chairman  of  the  State 
Committee  for  the  Utilization  of  Atomic 
Energy. 


Secretary  of  State  Shultz  opened 
the  first  plenary  session,  expressing 
appreciation  for  the  valuable  contribu- 
tion that  these  consultations  have  made 
to  the  task  of  preventing  the  spread  of 
nuclear  weapons  to  additional  countries 
and  noting  the  importance  of  continuing 
cooperation  between  the  United  States 
and  U.S.S.R.  to  strengthen  the  non- 
proliferation  regime  and  the  need  for 
continuing  discussions  of  this  kind.  He 
noted  that  the  leaders  of  both  countries 
viewed  these  consultations  with 
satisfaction. 

The  consultations  were  conducted 
in  a  business-like  and  constructive  at- 
mosphere, with  both  sides  confirming 
their  interest  in  preventing  prolifera- 
tion of  nuclear  explosives  and  helping 
other  countries  enjoy  the  benefit  of  the 
peaceful  uses  of  nuclear  energy  under 
effective  international  safeguards.  Both 
sides  affirmed  the  value  of  continuing 
these  consultations  on  a  regular  basis 
in  the  future.  ■ 


situation  where  an  uncontrollable  chain 
of  events  could  have  been  triggered. 
Fortunately,  in  that  case,  it  was  man- 
aged and  contained.  And  out  of  it  came 
a  long-lasting  disengagement  impossi- 
ble to  foresee  in  the  immediate  wake  of 
the  conflict.  Similarly,  when  President 
Sadat  went  to  Jerusalem,  hopes  for  a 
rapid  breakthrough  were  high.  But, 
that  visit  was  followed  up  by  months  of 
tough  negotiations — and,  ultimately,  the 
formula  of  Camp  David.  This  formula 
succeeded  in  the  Egyptian-Israeli  con- 
text but  fell  short  of  its  goal  of  a  com- 
prehensive peace.  Will  changing 
Palestinian  attitudes,  as  seen  in  the 
intifada  and  the  recent  PNC,  for  exam- 
ple, be  looked  back  on  as  one  of  these 
turning  points?  Will  Arafat's  speech 
next  week  in  Geneva  contribute  to 
these  changes?  We  will  be  listening 
attentively. 

Future  Prospects  for  Peace 

It's  a  favorite  pastime  to  prophesy  on 
Middle  East  peace  prospects  in  the  fu- 
ture. So  what  are  the  prospects  for 
peace  during  the  next  U.S.  Administra- 
tion? Over  the  longer  term,  there  is 
reason  for  optimism  if  the  leaders  of 


both  sides  are  ready  to  make  the  neces- 
sary moves  toward  accommodation  and 
peaceful  resolution  of  their  differences. 

Past  progress  has  been  attained 
when  the  parties  engaged  in  pragmatic 
diplomacy  and  made  that  fact  clear  to 
others.  If  each  side  is  prepared  to  ne- 
gotiate seriously,  then  movement  is 
possible,  and  those  who  wish  to  help 
can  do  so.  When  I  speak  of  an  intent  to 
negotiate  seriously,  I  mean  that  there 
must  be  a  genuine  willingness  on  the 
part  of  Israelis  and  Arabs  to  address 
each  others'  concerns.  All  the  parties 
must  be  prepared  to  negotiate  on  the 
basis  of  [Resolution]  242  and  the  princi- 
ple of  land  for  peace.  And,  to  negotiate 
means  give  and  take,  without  the  pre- 
sumption that  preferred  positions  must 
and  will  carry  the  day. 

Political  rights  of  Palestinians  must 
be  high  on  the  negotiating  agenda,  just 
as  Israeli  security  and  acceptance  by 
its  neighbors  must  be.  Obviously,  each 
party  will  bring  its  own  positions  on 
this  and  other  points  to  the  negotia- 
tions. An  independent  Palestinian  state 
may  be  demanded  by  the  Palestinians. 
The  Israelis  will  bring  their  own  set  of 
demands.  We  will  have  our  own  posi- 
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tions.  The  opening  arguments  will 
sound  absolutest,  but  as  negotiations 
proceed,  it  will  become  clearer  to  all 
that  there  can  be  no  security  for  Israel 
without  addressing  Palestinian  con- 
cerns, and  likewise  there  can  be  no  so- 
lution for  Palestinian  concerns  without 
addressing  Israel's  security  needs. 

Conclusion 

These  issues  present  challenges  to  the 
leaders  in  the  region.  Do  Israelis,  Pal- 
estinians, and  other  Arabs  have  the 
ability,  the  desire,  and  foresight  to  ac- 
cept them?  Can  the  people  in  the  area 
overcome  the  entrenched  mistrusts,  the 
stereotypes,  and  disputes  of  40  years 


and  take  the  risks  of  dialogue  and  ne- 
gotiation? Do  they  have  the  wisdom  to 
perceive  that  the  only  alternative  to  a 
legitimate  political  process  will  be  more 
war  and  more  bloodshed?  And,  above 
all,  will  they  have  the  patience  to  pur- 
sue the  political  path? 

We  don't  know  the  answers  today, 
but  assuredly  the  United  States  will 
continue  its  role  of  pushing  the  parties 
toward  dialogue,  toward  negotiation, 
chipping  away  at  differences,  and  de- 
manding realism  and  flexibility  from  all 
parties  in  order  to  reach  the  goal  of 
comprehensive  peace.  We  cannot  do 
less,  but  more  will  depend  on  those 
who  must  live  with  the  results.  ■ 


U.S.  to  Resume  Aid  to  Fiji 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
DEC.  27,  19881 

The  United  States  has  consistently  sup- 
ported efforts  to  encourage  the  return 
of  representative  constitutional  govern- 
ment and  a  broadly  based  political  solu- 
tion in  Fiji.  We  view  as  positive  steps 
the  return  of  executive  authority  to  ci- 
vilian hands,  the  suspension  of  the  in- 
ternal security  decree,  and  the  public 
commitment  of  Prime  Minister  Mara  to 
a  process  that  will  restore  constitu- 
tional government. 

In  support  of  these  efforts,  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  after 


consultation  with  the  Congress,  has  de- 
cided to  restore  economic  assistance 
programs  that  were  statutorily  placed 
on  hold  following  the  May  1987  coup  in 
Fiji.  Our  goal  is  to  encourage  steps 
made  in  returning  Fiji  to  represen- 
tative constitutional  and  civilian  rule. 

Further  the  restoration  of  our 
$1,357  million  economic  assistance  pro- 
grams to  Fiji  will  enable  us  to  help 
address  important  development 
problems  that  affect  all  of  Fiji's 
communities. 


■Read  to  news  correspondents  by 
Department  deputy  spokesman  Phyllis 
Oakley.  ■ 
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Countering  Terrorism  in 
the  1980s  and  1990s 


)y  L.  Paul  Bremer,  III 

Address  before  the  George  Washing- 
on  University  conference  on  terrorism 
m.  November  22,  1988.  Ambassador 
3remer  is  Ambassador  at  Large  for 
Counter-Terrorism. 

today  I  would  like  to  talk  to  you  about 
J.S.  counterterrorism  policy  in  the 
L980s  and  the  priorities  for  the  1990s. 
Reasonable  observers  have  questioned, 
:ontinue  to  question,  and  will  likely  go 
>n  questioning  the  effectiveness  of  our 
government's  counterterrorism  effort. 
[t  is  not  hard  to  see  why.  After  all,  the 
[ran-contra  affair  dealt  a  blow  to  our 
credibility.  Nine  Americans  are  still  held 
lostage  in  Lebanon.  And  according  to 
;he  State  Department's  own  statistics, 
1987  was  the  bloodiest  year  for  terrorist 
ncidents  since  we  began  compiling  such 
'igures.  This  year  attacks  on  U.S.  tar- 
gets are  running  31%  above  their  1987 
evels;  while  incidents  for  1988  are 
-unning  about  4%  above  1987.  So  it  is 
certainly  fair  to  question  the  effective- 
less  of  our  country's  counterterrorism 
aolicy. 

Let  me  suggest  to  you,  however, 
;hat  these  data  do  not  reflect  a  failed 
policy.  Rather,  they  are  evidence  that 
;errorism  is  now  and  will  be  a  persistent 
international  problem. 

We  cannot  expect  completely  to 
eradicate  terrorism.  But  we  can  aim  to 
reduce  significantly  terrorism's  status  on 
the  international  agenda.  And  I  believe 
Dur  policy  is  moving  toward  that  goal. 

U.S.  Counterterrorism  Policy 

American  counterterrorist  policy  stands 
on  three  solid  pillars. 

First,  we  will  not  accede  to  terror- 
ist demands.  We  will  not  pay  ransom, 
pardon  convicted  terrorists,  or  pressure 
other  countries  to  give  in  to  terrorist  de- 
mands. In  other  words,  we  will  make  no 
deals.  But  we  will  talk  to  anyone  authori- 
tative, anywhere,  anytime  about  the 
welfare  and  unconditional  release  of 
our  hostages. 

Second,  we  have  taken  the  lead  in 
pressuring  states  which  support  terror- 
ist groups  and  use  terrorism  as  part  of 
their  foreign  policy.  We  have  shown 


these  states  that  they  will  be  penalized 
for  supporting  terrorism.  The  United 
States  will  not  tolerate  their  aiding  and 
abetting  terrorist  groups  by  supplying 
them  with  weapons,  money,  passports, 
training  bases,  and  safehouses. 

Third,  we  are  imposing  the  rule 
of  law  on  terrorists  for  their  criminal 
actions.  Good  police  work  is  catching 
terrorists,  and  they  are  being  brought 
to  trial.  The  United  States  now  has  on 
the  books  a  law  which  enables  our  law 
enforcement  agencies  to  better  combat 
terrorism.  Popularly  called  a  "long  arm" 
statute,  the  law  makes  it  a  Federal  crime 
to  kill,  injure,  threaten,  detain,  or  seize 
an  American  citizen  anywhere  in  the 
world  in  order  to  compel  a  third  person 
or  government  to  accede  to  a  terrorist's 
demands. 

U.S.  Policy: 

How  Is  It  Working? 

So  we  have  a  clear  and  comprehensive 
counterterrorist  policy.  How  is  it 
working? 

Let  us  look  first  at  the  "no  conces- 
sions" element  of  our  policy.  Obviously, 
this  element  of  our  policy  was  damaged 
by  the  Iran-contra  affair.  However,  for 
the  past  2  years,  the  President  has  made 
it  crystal  clear  to  Iran  and  others  our 
government's  steadfast  commitment  to 
the  no  deals  principle.  No  country,  no 
group  should  believe  there  is  gain  in 
trying  to  blackmail  the  United  States. 
Based  on  my  own  meetings  with  counter- 
terrorism  officials  and  experts  from 
other  countries  and  in  this  country,  we 
have  largely  recovered  the  credibility 
lost  by  the  Iran-conira  affair.  The  inter- 
national counterterrorism  community 
understands  our  position,  and  there  is 
strong  bipartisan  support  here  for  our 
policy  of  firmness  in  dealing  with 
terrorists. 

We  have  enjoyed  an  important 
measure  of  success  on  the  second  in- 
gredient of  our  policy — pressuring 
states  supporting  terrorism.  Some  of 
the  more  notorious  state  supporters  of 
terrorism  have  attempted — publicly  at 
least — to  distance  themselves  from 
terrorism. 

Our  1986  airstrike  on  Libya's  terror- 
ist camps  was  the  watershed  event  in  the 
world's  fight  against  terrorist  support- 


ing states.  European  nations  followed 
our  lead  against  Libya  by  imposing  polit- 
ical, economic,  and  security  measures 
against  the  Qadhafi  regime.  European 
Community  members  expelled  more 
than  100  Libyan  "diplomats"  and  re- 
stricted the  movements  of  other  Libyan 
"diplomatic"  and  "consular"  personnel. 
These  moves  severely  damaged  Libya's 
European  network  dedicated  to  support- 
ing international  terrorism. 

Qadhafi  learned  that  his  support  for 
international  terrorism  would  not  be 
cost  free.  And  he  changed  his  behavior 
which,  after  all,  was  the  objective  of  our 
attack.  Libya's  involvement  in  terrorism 
declined  from  19  incidents  in  1986  to 
6  in  1987. 

Syria,  another  long-time  supporter 
of  terrorism,  felt  the  pressure  of  our 
counterterrorism  strategy  also.  In  late 
1986,  British  and  West  German  courts 
established  Syrian  complicity  in  terror- 
ist attacks  in  London  and  West  Berlin. 
Together  with  Great  Britain,  the  United 
States  joined  an  international  campaign 
employing  diplomatic,  political,  and  eco- 
nomic sanctions  to  convince  Syria  to 
reduce  its  links  to  terrorist  groups. 

These  efforts  worked.  In  1985  Syria 
was  implicated  in  34  terrorist  incidents 
but  in  1986  only  6.  In  1987,  a  year  after 
our  pressures,  we  detected  Syria's 
hand  in  only  one  incident.  Moreover, 
Syria  expelled  the  violent  Abu  Nidal 
organization  in  June  1987 — a  major  victo- 
ry for  our  counterterrorist  policies. 

This  pillar  of  U.S  Government  poli- 
cy may  not  force  these  nations  to  cease 
entirely  their  support  for  terrorist 
groups.  Indeed,  both  Libya  and  Syria 
continue  to  provide  such  support.  But  a 
concerted,  vigorous  Western  strategy 
does  make  them  move  more  cautiously 
and  become  more  circumspect. 

The  third  and  final  element  of  our 
tripartite  program — using  the  rule  of 
law  against  terrorist  and  encouraging 
others  to  do  the  same — is  maturing 
into  a  potent  weapon  for  two  basic  rea- 
sons. First,  there  has  been  a  sea  change 
in  international  attitudes  toward  terror- 
ists. Second,  governments  have  decided 
to  provide  law  enforcement  agencies  the 
resources  necessary  to  deter  terrorism. 

Not  long  ago,  many  usually  re- 
sponsible countries  granted  terrorists 
dispensation  for  their  crimes.  Ironically, 
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terrorists  were  perceived  as  victims  of 
those  vague  forces  called  "oppression" 
and  "imperialism" — victims,  or  worse, 
romantic  adventurers  whose  behavior 
should  be  indulged. 

No  longer  is  this  true.  Terrorists 
began  to  lose  this  international  indul- 
gence as  they  widened  their  circle  of 
targets  in  the  late  1970s.  In  some  in- 
stances, they  even  attacked  their 
sympathizers  and  supporters.  The  shock 
of  such  actions  turned  indulgence  to 
revulsion. 

And  as  popular  disgust  mounted, 
politicians  finally  insisted  on  action  to 
counter  the  terrorists.  Law  enforcement 
agencies  were  given  the  resources  to  do 
their  jobs.  National  police  departments 
now  have  the  surveillance  gear,  the  com- 
munications equipment,  and  the  money 
for  overtime  to  gather  intelligence  and 
to  track  and  arrest  terrorists.  As  a  re- 
sult, more  and  more  terrorists  are  being 
brought  to  trial  and  convicted. 

•  Two  weeks  ago,  a  Maltese  court 
sentenced  the  sole  surviving  terrorist  in 
the  November  1985  hijacking  of  an  Egyp- 
tian airliner  to  25  years  imprisonment — 
the  maximum  sentence  under  Maltese 
law.  The  surviving  hijacker  belonged  to 
the  Abu  Nidal  organization. 

•  Last  month  a  Sudanese  court 
passed  the  death  sentence  on  five 
Palestinian  terrorists  for  their  attack 
this  year  on  Khartoum's  Acropole  Hotel 
and  the  Sudan  Club.  These  five  were  also 
members  of  the  Abu  Nidal  organization. 

•  Also  last  month,  a  French  court 
convicted  in  absentia  the  notorious 


Fatah  terrorist  Colonel  Hawari  to  10 
years,  the  maximum  allowed  under 
French  law,  for  complicity  to  transport 
arms,  ammunition,  and  explosives  and 
for  criminal  associations. 

•  A  West  German  court  is  currently 
trying  Muhammad  Hamedei,  a  Lebanese 
terrorist  implicated  in  the  1985  TWA  hi- 
jacking which  resulted  in  the  murder  of 
an  innocent  American  seaman. 

•  In  Greece  authorities  will  soon  de- 
cide on  Muhammad  Rashid's  extradition 
to  this  country  where  he  is  wanted  for 
planting  a  bomb  in  1982  on  a  Pan  Am  air- 
liner. His  extradition  to  the  United 
States  would  be  an  important  indication 
of  Greece's  adherence  to  its  stated  policy 
of  combating  terrorism. 

•  And  here  in  Washington,  D.C., 
Fawaz  Younis,  a  Lebanese  terrorist,  will 
go  on  trial  next  year  for  holding  Ameri- 
can citizens  hostage  when  he  led  the  1985 
hijacking  of  a  Royal  Jordanian  Airlines 
flight. 

So  the  United  States  has  a  policy 
in  place,  and  it  works.  But  we  cannot 
become  complacent. 

The  Threat  Remains 

Terrorists  still  have  the  means  to  out- 
rage us,  to  force  our  attention  to  them, 
and  to  strike  almost  anywhere  in  the 
world.  As  we  look  at  the  threat  environ- 
ment today,  we  identify  three  particular 
threats  in  the  period  just  ahead.  And  as 
we  look  into  the  next  decade,  we  have 
some  additional  concerns.  Let  me  ad- 
dress both  sets  of  issues. 


Greece  Denies  Extradition 
of  Suspected  Terrorist 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
DEC.  8,  19881 

The  United  States  supports  the  Italian 
Government's  call  for  a  full  clarification 
of  Greece's  decision  to  deny  extradition 
and  to  deport  a  suspected  terrorist — 
Abdel  Osama  al-Zomar — to  Libya. 
Abdel  Osama  al-Zomar  is  wanted  in 
Italy  for  a  clear  act  of  terrorism — an 
attack  on  a  Rome  synagogue  in  1982 
which  killed  a  2-year-old  child  and 
wounded  37  people. 

We  are  profoundly  disturbed  by  the 
Greek  Government's  decision  refusing 
to  permit  him  to  stand  trial  in  Italy.  We 


are  making  our  concerns  known  both 
here  and  in  Athens.  We  note  that  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  have  also  expressed 
their  strong  concern  on  this  matter. 

As  reported  in  the  press,  the  ex- 
planation offered  by  the  Greek  Justice 
Minister  that  an  armed  attack  on  a  syn- 
agogue and  the  murder  of  a  2-year-old 
child  would  "fall  within  the  domain  of 
the  struggle  to  regain  a  homeland"  and 
are,  therefore,  not  crimes  is  deplorable. 


'Read  by  news  correspondents  by 
Department  deputy  spokesman  Phyllis 
Oakley.  ■ 


Radical  Palestinian  Groups.  Our 

first  immediate  concern  is  the  likely  in- 
crease in  radical  Palestinian  terrorism. 
This  May  terrorists  from  the  radical 
Palestinian  group,  the  Abu  Nidal  organi- 
zation, used  machine  guns  and  grenades 
to  attack  a  Sudanese  hotel  and  club  fre- 
quented by  foreign  visitors.  Two  months 
later,  Abu  Nidal  terrorists  struck  again 
attacking  the  Greek  passenger  ship  City 
qfPoros  with  grenades  and  machine 
guns.  Just  last  month,  West  German  po- 
lice arrested  members  of  another  radical 
Palestinian  group,  the  PFLP-GC  [Popu- 
lar Front  for  the  Liberation  of  Palestine- 
General  Council],  before  they  could  car- 
ry out  a  terrorist  attack.  And  recently 
other  violent  fanatical  Palestinian 
groups,  including  Abu  Musa  and  the 
Marxist  Popular  Front  for  the  Liberation 
of  Palestine,  publicly  proclaimed  their 
intention  to  step  up  their  terrorism 
effort  against  Israel. 

Combining  a  deep,  visceral  hostility 
toward  the  West  with  cold-blooded  ter- 
ror, these  radical  Palestinian  groups 
receive  financial,  logistical,  and  weapons 
support  from  Syria  and  Libya.  They  are 
responsible  for  some  of  the  most  vicious 
terrorist  operations  on  record.  Although 
Israel  is  their  main  target,  Israel  is  not 
their  only  target.  These  groups  repre- 
sent an  ongoing  international  danger. 

Libya.  Libya's  continued — even 
growing — involvement  in  terrorism  is 
our  second  concern.  After  2  years  of  rel-   i 
ative  quiet,  Qadhafi  is  becoming  more 
active.  Instead  of  using  Libyan  citizens,    ' 
he  is  increasingly  using  surrogates  to 
implement  his  terrorist  attacks.  We  have 
indications  that  Libya  is  augmenting  its 
assistance  to  and  enhancing  its  relation- 
ship with  such  terrorist  groups  as  the 
Abu  Nidal  organization,  the  Japanese 
Red  Army,  and  the  Provisional  IRA 
[Irish  Republican  Army]. 

In  the  last  3  years,  the  relationship 
between  Tripoli  and  the  vicious  Abu  Ni- 
dal organization  has  intensified.  Abu 
Nidal  is  now  based  in  Tripoli,  and  Libya 
provides  most  of  its  funding.  One  of  the 
Abu  Nidal  organization  terrorists  who 
attacked  the  City  qfPoros  carried  a 
Libyan  passport.  The  weapons  used  in 
that  attack  were  from  Libya's  military 
inventory. 

The  April  14  attack  on  the  USO  club 
in  Naples,  in  which  one  American  and 
four  Italians  were  killed,  was  conducted 
by  the  Japanese  Red  Army.  It  took  place 
on  the  anniversary  of  the  U.S.  attack  on 
Libya,  and  the  attackers  proclaimed 
their  solidarity  with  Libya. 
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Qadhafi  has  obviously  calculated 
that  if  he  can  hide  his  hand  well  enough, 
the  West  will  not  respond.  He  may  be 
right.  At  the  exact  moment  we  detect 
increased  Libyan  activity,  a  number  of 
European  countries  are  responding  to  a 
"charm  offensive"  launched  by  Qadhafi 
by  improving  their  relations  with  him. 
We  may  inadvertently  be  sending 
Qadhafi  the  message  that  it  is  not  ac- 
ceptable to  directly  commit  terrorism, 
but  that  there  is  no  price  for  using 
surrogates. 

Terrorism  in  the  Andes.  The  final 
item  on  our  short  list  of  immediate 
concerns  is  terrorism  in  the  Andean 
countries — Colombia,  Peru,  Ecuador, 
and  Bolivia — and  the  increasing  danger 
posed  by  the  narcoterrorists.  We  do 
not  read  or  hear  much  about  terrorism 
in  these  countries,  but  terrorist  acts 
against  American  facilities  and  person- 
nel are  becoming  more  disturbing. 

Because  of  economic  and  political  in- 
fluence in  Latin  America,  the  United 
States  is  an  obvious  target  for  groups 
like  the  National  Liberation  Army  in 
Colombia,  Sendero  Luminoso  in  Peru, 
Alfaro  Vive  Carajo  (AVC)  in  Ecuador, 
and  far-left  groups  in  Bolivia — groups 
aiming  to  undermine  foreign  investment 
so  as  to  create  economic  chaos  in  their 
own  countries. 

So  far  this  year,  Colombian  terrorist 
groups  have  carried  out  more  than  70 
anti-U.S.  attacks — almost  half  of  all 
terrorist  attacks  against  U.S.  targets 
worldwide.  Almost  all  of  these  attacks 
were  against  U.S.  oil  company  facilities. 
And  all  four  major  Colombian  terrorists 
groups  have  received  arms  and  training 
from  Cuba  and  reportedly  aid  from 
Libya. 

Looking  at  Peru,  a  modest  decline  in 
violent  anti-U.S.  activity  does  not  truly 
reflect  the  considerable  level  of  violence 
there.  Since  1980,  when  the  Sendero  Lu- 
minoso launched  its  terror  campaign, 
more  than  12,000  people  have  been 
killed,  and  more  than  $10  billion  in  mate- 
rial losses  has  been  registered.  Sendero 
began  targeting  foreign  interests  about 
a  year  ago.  Several  recent  attacks  have 
been  made  on  U.S.  interests. 

In  Ecuador,  the  small  but  deadly  Al- 
faro Vive  group  has  been  contained  by 
the  Ecuadoran  Government.  Although 
weakened,  these  urban  terrorists  are 
still  capable  of  violent  and  coordinated 
action,  especially  when  they  receive  help, 
as  they  have  in  the  past,  from  the  better 
organized  Colombian  terrorist  groups. 


Department  Expands 
Terrorism  Rewards  Program 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
DEC.  21,  1988' 

As  part  of  continuing  efforts  to  combat 
terrorism,  the  Department  of  State  is 
expanding  its  rewards  program.  The 
program  to  date  has  focused  on  obtain- 
ing information  that  would  lead  to  the 
arrest  and  conviction  of  the  per- 
petrators of  specific  terrorist  acts. 
Since  December  1984,  rewards  have 
been  offered  in  six  such  incidents. 

The  expanded  rewards  program 
will  now  include  payment  for  informa- 
tion that  leads  to  the  prevention,  frus- 
tration, or  favorable  resolution  of 
terrorist  acts  against  U.S.  persons  or 
property  overseas. 

In  order  to  publicize  the  expanded 
program,  the  Department  is  distribut- 


ing posters  advertising  payment  of  up 
to  $500,000  for  information  that  aids  in 
the  prevention  of  terrorist  acts  or  leads 
to  the  arrest  or  conviction  of  individu- 
als who  have  committed  terrorist  acts 
against  U.S.  persons  or  properties 
overseas.  The  multilingual  posters  are 
printed  in  English,  French,  German, 
Spanish,  and  Arabic  and  will  be  sent  to 
all  U.S.  diplomatic  posts  overseas. 

Persons  with  terrorism  information 
should  notify  the  nearest  U.S.  Em- 
bassy or  Consulate.  Information  re- 
ceived will  be  handled  confidentially, 
and  the  identities  of  informants  will  be 
protected. 


'Read  to  news  correspondents  by 
Department  deputy  spokesman  Phvllis 
Oakley.  ■ 


Bolivia,  until  recently,  had  largely 
avoided  the  terrorist  problems  plaguing 
its  neighbors.  Now  some  elements  of  the 
far  left  are  preparing  and  carrying  out 
terrorists  activities.  Examples  of  the 
growing  threat  level  in  this  Andean 
country  include  the  recent  bombing  at- 
tempt on  Secretary  Shultz's  motorcade. 
But  the  predominant  threat  in  Bolivia 
comes  from  drug  traffickers. 

Narcoterrorism  is  on  the  rise 
throughout  the  Andes.  Drug  traffickers 
have  always  used  terrorist  tactics  to 
suit  their  purpose,  but  now  they  are  fre- 
quently working  together  with  terrorist 
groups.  Big-time  narcotics  dealers 
offer  Latin  American  terrorist  groups 
financial  backing  in  exchange  for  the 
terrorists  attacking  the  drug  traffickers' 
enemies.  And  the  U.S.  Government  is 
at  the  top  of  the  drug  dealers'  enemies 
list. 

Terrorism  in  the  1990s 

These  three  issues — radical  Palestinian 
terrorist  groups,  Libya,  and  Andean 
terrorism — will  certainly  demand  our 
attention  for  the  rest  of  the  1980s.  But 
what  of  the  next  decade?  Should  we  an- 
ticipate changes  in  strategy  or  tactics 
by  terrorists?  Are  there  any  trends 
we  should  be  alert  to? 


You  have  all  read  or  heard  apocalyp- 
tic stories  of  terrorists  stealing  or 
building  their  own  nuclear  weapons.  Yet 
most  experts  agree  that  nuclear  terror- 
ism presents  less  potential  danger  than 
terrorists  resorting  to  less  dramatic, 
but  no  less  potent,  means  of  mass 
destruction — such  as  chemical  weapons 
or  by  exploiting  more  sophisticated 
technologies. 

Terrorists  have  noted  that  the  use  of 
chemical  weapons  by  the  Soviets  in  Af- 
ghanistan and  during  the  Iran-Iraq  war 
provoked  little  public  outrage.  They  have 
seen  increased  deterrent  measures 
around  their  traditional  targets — 
airports,  embassies,  and  government 
buildings.  These  favored  terrorist  tar- 
gets are  no  longer  easy  marks.  And 
equally  important,  the  international  me- 
dia have  been  relatively  restrained  lately 
in  reporting  on  terrorist  outrages. 

Some  terrori-st  groups  might  decide, 
therefore,  to  welcome  the  new  decade  by 
upping  the  ante — by  using  chemical 
weapons  to  gain  attention.  A  number  of 
states  which  support  terrorism  have 
chemical  weapons  in  their  arsenals.  Re- 
cently, Libya  acquired  a  very  substantial 
capacity  to  make  chemical  weapons. 

We  also  believe  terrorists  will  make 
greater  use  of  high  technology  in  their 
attacks.  To  take  one  example,  the  Provi- 
sional IRA,  which  has  contact  with 
Middle  Eastern  groups  and  Libya,  has 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/February  1989 


63 


TERRORISM 


become  expert  in  building  bombs  with 
long-delay  timing  devices;  bombs  which 
can  be  set  to  explode  in  days  rather  than 
hours.  The  IRA  placed  such  a  bomb  in 
their  1985  attempt  on  [British]  Prime 
Minister  Thatcher. 

We  also  expect  that  terrorists  will 
make  more  use  of  modern  plastic  explo- 
sives. These  are  much  more  powerful 
than  traditional  explosives  like  dynamite 
and  TNT.  And  they  are  much  more  diffi- 
cult to  detect  with  current  technology. 
Libya  has  already  shipped  several  tons 
of  a  Czech  plastic  called  SEMTEX  to  the 
Provisional  IRA  in  recent  years.  And 
the  IRA  has  used  SEMTEX  in  devastat- 
ing attacks  in  Northern  Ireland. 

Priorities  for  the  New  Administration 

What  are  the  lessons  from  the  1980s  for 
the  new  Administration? 

•  Firmness  and  persistence  must 
continue  as  the  hallmarks  of  this  coun- 
try's counterterrorism  effort.  Only  a 
sustained,  relentless  effort  will  suppress 
terrorism.  So  we  must  maintain  the  pa- 
tience and  discipline  to  allow  our  current 
policy  to  work  for  the  next  period. 

•  We  should  be  confident  enough  not 
to  cut  deals  with  hostage-takers. 

•  States  supporting  terrorism  must 
be  exposed  to  the  sunlight.  When  neces- 
sary, international  sanctions,  including 
military  force,  should  be  imposed  on 
these  states  to  make  them  behave  as 
responsible  members  of  the  world 
community. 

•  To  further  international  coopera- 
tion against  terrorist-supporting  states, 
we  should  expand  our  cooperation  with 
Latin  American,  East  Asian,  and  Afri- 
can countries.  Terrorism  is  not  limited 
to  the  Middle  East  or  Europe. 

•  Let  us  buttress  the  rule  of  law  as  a 
tool  by  having  Congress  pass  the  "Ter- 
rorist Alien  Removal  Act."  The  proposed 
legislation,  drafted  by  the  Justice  De- 
partment, would  expedite  procedures  for 
deporting  alien  terrorists  found  in  the 
United  States.  To  further  reinforce  our 
law  enforcement  tactics,  we  and  our 
allies  should  agree  to  share  as  much 
information  on  terrorists  as  possible. 
Complementing  this  effort,  U.S.  Govern- 
ment agencies  need  to  work  more  closely 
in  permitting  access  to  data  bases  on 
terrorism.  Ideally,  within  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment and  with  our  allies,  we  should 
all  be  working  from  a  central  data  base. 
By  enhancing  the  flow  of  data  among  and 
between  ourselves  and  our  allies,  we  can 
make  it  easier  to  track  and  eventually 
apprehend  terrorists. 


•  On  a  less  visible  level,  there  will 
continue  to  be  a  place  in  the  fight 
against  terrorists  for  covert  action.  Ter- 
rorist groups  draw  strength  from  their 
small  size  and  secrecy.  This  inherent 
strength  is  also  a  weakness  which  we  can 
exploit  by  making  them  doubt  their 
cadre's  loyalty  and  making  them  worry 
about  Western  infiltration. 

•  We  need  to  combat  the  terrorists' 
use  of  high  technology.  This  means  being 
willing  to  expend  time  and  money  for 
research  and  development  activities.  For 
most  of  our  agencies,  counterterrorism 
research  and  development  projects  sim- 
ply do  not  cross  above  the  budgetary  cut 
line. 

To  deal  with  this  problem,  we  have 
created  a  national  counterterrorism  re- 
search and  development  program  for 
which  the  State  Department  annually 
seeks  funds.  Unfortunately,  the  amount 
of  funds  appropriated  by  Congress  for 
the  national  counterterrorism  research 
and  development  program  is  shrinking 
at  an  alarming  rate.  I  hope  the  new  Ad- 
ministration and  the  new  Congress  will 
restore  this  vital  program  to  a  high 
priority. 

We,  too,  can  put  new  technologies  to 
work.  Progress  in  miniaturization  has 
permitted  the  development  of  more 
accurate  sensors  better  able  to  detect 


explosives  and  hazardous  gases.  Re- 
search into  DNA  technology  is  providing 
forensic  scientists  with  the  biological 
tools  to  determine  whether  a  specimen 
comes  from  a  specific  individual.  Re- 
finements in  computer  software  are 
enhacing  our  ability  to  gather  and 
analyze  information. 

Conclusion 

No  one  can  promise  a  world  free  of  ter- 
rorism. But,  through  hard-earned 
experience,  our  country  has  developed  a 
policy  which  is  showing  signs  of  success 
against  the  terrorists.  They  know  we  are 
serious.  States,  which  in  the  past  rou- 
tinely supported  terrorists,  are  now 
more  cautious  in  their  actions.  Terror- 
ists once  caught  are  being  put  on  trial 
and  sentenced  to  lengthy  jail  terms.  No 
longer  are  they  being  allowed  to  slip 
quietly  away. 

Our  successes  should  encourage 
confidence  that  the  tide  is  turning  our 
way — that  we  are  on  the  right  path.  We 
must  understand,  however,  that  sup- 
pressing terrorism  will  not  be  easy.  We 
still  have  a  long  and  difficult  struggle 
before  us.  With  heightened  vigilance, 
clear  thinking,  and  steady  discipline,  I 
am  confident  that  we  can  prevail.  ■ 


French  Court  Convicts  Palestinian  Terrorist 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
OCT.  31,  19881 

The  U.S.  Government  welcomes  the  Oc- 
tober 20  conviction  by  a  French  court 
of  the  notorious  Palestinian  terrorist 
Abdullah  Abd  al-Hamid  Labid,  also 
known  as  Col.  Hawari.  Hawari's  convic- 
tion is  a  major  step  in  the  international 
fight  against  terrorism.  The  court  sen- 
tenced Hawari  in  absentia  to  the  maxi- 
mum penalty  of  10  years  imprisonment. 
Harawi  heads  the  Special  Operations 
Group  within  the  Fatah  organization. 

The  court  found  Col.  Hawari  guilty 
of  complicity  to  transport  arms,  am- 
munition, and  explosives  and  for  crimi- 
nal association.  The  French  court 
concluded  that  Hawari  financed  and  di- 
rected the  assembling  of  an  arms  cache 
in  Paris  that  was  linked  to  a  wave  of 
bomb  attacks  throughout  Europe  in  the 
1980s.  According  to  our  information, 
these  attacks  were  aimed  at  Middle 
Eastern  and  American  targets. 


Although  a  number  of  countries 
deny  him  permission  to  enter  (Tunisia, 
Iraq),  the  French  action  is  the  first 
time  Col.  Hawari  has  been  convicted 
for  his  terrorist  activities.  It  shows 
once  again  that  terrorists  will  be  held 
accountable  for  their  criminal  actions. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE 

FACT  SHEET, 
OCT.  31,  1988 


Background 

The  Hawari  Group 

Leader:  Col.  Hawari  (alias) 

True  Name:  Abdullah  Abd  al-Hamid 

Labid 
Date  of  Birth:  Circa  1941 
Place  of  Birth:  Gaza,  Palestine 

The  Hawari  group,  officially  known  as 
the  Special  Operations  Group  of  Fatah's 
Central  Security  and  Intelligence  Ap- 
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aratus,  is  named  after  its  leader  who 
,  commonly  known  as  Col.  Hawari. 
he  group,  which  has  conducted  opera- 
ons  since  1985  under  the  name  of 
Martyrs  of  Tal  al  Za'atar"  and  been 
[entitled  elsehwere  as  "Amn  Araissi," 
icludes  among  its  membership  a 
umber  of  senior  operatives  who  were 
reviously  members  of  the  radical  Pal- 
Stinian  15  May  Organization,  including 
luhammad  Rashid  (Abu  Zahayr).  We 
elieve  Hawari,  a  senior  Fatah  oper- 
tive,  has  total  control  of  the  group, 
he  Hawari  group  has  a  network  of  ter- 
)rist  cells,  controlled  and  directed  by 
ol.  Hawari's  deputies,  in  the  Middle 
last,  Western  Europe,  and  the  Eastern 
loc. 

hronology  of  Terrorist  Activities 

\ 

>85 

pril  1.  Bomb  exploded  at  the  Syrian 
.rab  Airlines  office  in  Rome.  No  group 
aimed  responsibility,  but  subsequent 
[formation  strongly  suggests  that  the 
icident  was  the  first  in  a  series  of 
[awari  attacks  in  Western  Europe. 

April  26.  Two  bombs  exploded  in 
eneva — one  outside  the  Libyan  Arab 
.irlines  office  and  the  second  beneath  a 
yrian  diplomat's  car.  A  third  bomb,  lo- 
ited  in  the  car  of  another  Syrian  diplo- 
lat,  was  defused.  The  two  Palestinians 
rrested  in  connection  with  the  bomb- 
lgs  claimed  to  be  members  of  the 
Martyrs  of  Tal  al  Za'atar,"  presumed 
)  be  a  cover  name  used  by  Hawari's 
roup.  In  March  1986,  they  were  given 
-  and  9-year  sentences. 

May.  Two  Romanian  bomb  disposal 
xperts  were  killed  trying  to  dismantle 
Hawari  bomb. 

June  2.  Bomb  exploded  at  the  Ge- 
eva  railway  station.  In  a  telephone 
ommunique  issued  to  an  Arab  news- 
aper  in  London,  a  man  claimed  re- 
ponsibility  for  the  action  in  the  name 
f  the  "Martyrs  of  Tal  al  Za'atar." 

June  3.  British  authorities  dis- 
overed  a  bomb  planted  outside  the 
yrian  Embassy  in  London  by  a  Hawari 
perative  named  Mutran  who  is  also 
nown  by  a  number  of  aliases. 

July  2.  Italian  authorities  arrested 
lawari  operative,  Mutran,  for  carrying 
)rged  documents.  (In  June  1988, 
lutran  was  sentenced  to  17  years  in 
rison  by  the  Italian  courts  for  involve- 
lent  in  the  June  3,  1985,  attempted 
ombing  in  London.) 

July  11.  Spanish  authorities  dis- 
overed  a  Hawari  safehouse  in  Madrid 
nd  arrested  its  two  Palestinian 
ccupants. 


1986 

April  3.  Bomb  exploded  aboard  TWA 
Flight  #840  shortly  before  its  sched- 
uled landing  in  Athens,  killing  four 
Americans.  The  explosion  ripped  a  hole 
in  the  fuselage,  and  the  victims  were 
sucked  out  of  the  plane.  Hawari  oper- 
ative May  Mansur  is  suspected  of  hav- 
ing placed  the  bomb  aboard  the  plane. 
The  Hawari  group  attempted  attacks 
against  other  U.S.  facilities  in  Western 
Europe  during  the  summer  of  1986  but 
were  unsuccessful  in  carrying  out  these 
operations. 

Late  August.  Moroccan  security 
forces  arrested  four  members  of  a  ter- 
rorist team  operating  under  Col. 
Hawari's  direction.  Those  arrested  in- 
cluded two  Tunisian  women  and  two 
Lebanese/Palestinian  men.  The  arrest- 
ing officers  recovered  several  unas- 
sembled explosive  devices  and 
associated  equipment.  The  suspects 
claimed  that  the  objective  of  the  team 
was  to  perpetrate  attacks  in  Moroccan 


public  places.  The  explosives  were  pre- 
pared by  Abd  al-Qadir  Ayyash,  a 
Hawari  member  and  an  explosives 
expert. 

1987 

March  4.  Explosives  and  arms  were 
discovered  in  a  basement  storage  room 
in  Paris.  Seven  individuals  were  ar- 
rested, one  of  whom  admitted  working 
for  Hawari. 

1988 

May  30.  At  U.S.  request,  Greek  police 
arrested  Muhammad  Rashid  for  his  in- 
volvement in  the  1982  bombing  of  a 
Pan  Am  aircraft  over  Honolulu,  which 
resulted  in  one  death  and  several  inju- 
ries. The  Greek  Government  is  cur- 
rently considering  the  U.S.  request 
that  Rashid  be  extradited  to  the  United 
States  to  stand  trial  for  this  crime. 


'Read  to  news  correspondents  by  De- 
partment spokesman  Charles  Redman.  ■ 


Efforts  Toward  a 
Cambodian  Settlement 


Following  is  a  statement  by  U.S. 
Permanent  Representative  to  the 
United  Nations  Vernon  A.  Walters 
in  the  UN  General  Assembly  on 
November  3,  1988,  and  the  text  of  UN 
General  Assembly  Resolution  lf.1/19  of 
November  A. 


AMBASSADOR  WALTERS' 
STATEMENT! 

For  the  first  time  in  nearly  10  years, 
there  is  reason  for  cautious  optimism 
regarding  Cambodia's  future.  During 
the  past  6  months,  there  has  been  con- 
siderable diplomatic  activity  surround- 
ing the  Cambodian  conflict  and  some 
signs  of  progress.  This  activity  includes 
the  Vietnamese  announcement  in  May 
that  they  will  withdraw  50,000  troops 
from  Cambodia  by  the  end  of  1988,  the 
Jakarta  informal  meeting  at  the  end  of 
July,  and  the  special  talks  on  Cambodia 
between  the  Soviet  and  Chinese  Vice 
Foreign  Ministers  held  in  Beijing  at  the 
end  of  August. 

In  addition,  other  avenues  for  fur- 
ther progress  toward  a  Cambodian  set- 
tlement are  being  vigorously  pursued. 


These  include  the  discussion  of  the  As- 
sociation of  the  South  East  Asian  Na- 
tions' (ASEAN)  revised  "Situation  in 
Kampuchea"  resolution  here  at  the 
General  Assembly,  the  Jakarta  informal 
meeting  working  group  which  met  in 
Jakarta  earlier  this  month  and  con- 
tinues to  explore  ways  of  achieving  last- 
ing peace  for  this  war  ravaged  land, 
and  the  upcoming  meeting  in  Paris  be- 
tween [CambodianJ  Prince  Sihanouk 
and  Hun  Sen — the  so-called  prime  min- 
ister of  Vietnam's  puppet  regime  in 
Phnom  Penh. 

An  acceptable  settlement  of  this 
tragic  conflict  must  permit  the  Cambo- 
dian people  to  determine  their  own 
future  without  internal  or  external  ma- 
nipulation or  intimidation.  It  should  be 
based  on  the  complete  withdrawal  of  all 
Vietnamese  troops  from  Cambodia  so 
that  this  foreign  occupation  is  brought 
to  an  end  as  soon  as  possible.  We  strong- 
ly hope  Hanoi  will  follow  through  on  its 
pledge  to  undertake  a  partial  with- 
drawal in  the  remaining  weeks  of  this 
year.  There  have,  however,  been  few 
concrete  signs  up  to  this  time  of  major 
movement  of  Vietnamese  forces  out  of 
Cambodia.  We  must  ensure  as  well  that 
Hanoi's  withdrawal  will  not  lead  to  the 
return  to  power  of  the  Khmer  Rouge,  a 
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contingency  to  which  the  United  States 
and  the  international  community  are 
unalterably  opposed. 

H.  J.  Res.  602  and  Other  Measures 

Recently,  my  government  approved  a 
Joint  Resolution  of  the  Congress  on 
Cambodia  [H.  J.  Res.  602],  and  it  was 
signed  by  President  Reagan.  It  reflects 
the  overwhelming  bipartisan  sentiment 
in  the  United  States  for  a  total  with- 
drawal of  Vietnamese  forces  and  for  the 
prevention  of  a  Khmer  Rouge  return  to 
power.  The  resolution  calls  on  all  par- 
ties to  "respect  the  territorial  integrity 
of  Cambodia"  and  to  "deny  safe  haven 
to  Khmer  Rouge  forces  seeking  the 
overthrow  of  a  newly  formed  sovereign 
Cambodian  Government."  It  urges  that 
the  international  community  "use  all 
appropriate  means  available  to  prevent 
a  return  to  power  of  Pol  Pot,  the  top 
echelon  of  the  Khmer  Rouge,  and  their 
armed  forces,  so  that  the  Cambodian 
people  might  genuinely  be  free  to  pur- 
sue self-determination  without  the 
spectre  of  the  coercion,  intimidation, 
and  torture  that  are  known  elements  of 
the  Khmer  Rouge  ideology."  Finally,  it 
asks  that  those  nations  providing  aid, 
support,  and  sanctuary  to  the  Khmer 
Rouge,  especially  arms  and  military 
equipment,  cease  doing  so. 

Along  with  these  principles,  which 
we  believe  must  govern  any  comprehen- 
sive settlement  of  the  tragic  situation 
in  Cambodia,  there  are  a  number  of 
possible  measures  concerning  the 
Khmer  Rouge  which  warrant  serious 
and  urgent  consideration.  These  include 
the  holding  of  internationally  super- 
vised elections.  We  cannot  imagine  that 
the  Cambodian  people  would  willingly 
vote  for  the  return  of  the  Khmer 
Rouge.  Another  essential  element  is 
the  removal  of  Pol  Pot  and  other  senior 
Khmer  Rouge  leaders  most  responsible 
for  crimes  against  the  Cambodian  peo- 
ple and  violations  of  basic  human  rights 
on  a  massive  scale.  A  third  is  the  dis- 
patch of  some  form  of  international 
monitoring  and  peacekeeping  force. 
Another  basic  element  should  be  pro- 
visions for  the  disarming  of  all  the  fac- 
tions under  international  monitoring. 
Finally,  measures  should  be  developed 
to  provide  for  the  cutoff  of  arms  aid 
from  the  outside  in  a  balanced  and  sym- 
metrical manner.  We  believe  some  com- 
bination of  these  or  other  approaches 


can  prove  effective.  Following  the  im- 
plementation of  these  measures,  the  in- 
ternational community  should  stand 
ready  to  assist  the  Cambodian  people  in 
the  resettlement  of  refugees  and  the 
reconstruction  of  their  war  ravaged 
country. 

The  United  States  believes  that  the 
best  course  for  the  international  com- 
munity is  to  continue  to  support  Prince 
Sihanouk  and  the  noncommunist  resist- 
ance forces  in  their  valiant  struggle  for 
a  free  and  independent  Cambodia.  Be- 
cause they  constitute  an  increasingly 
viable  alternative  to  both  the  Viet- 
namese and  the  Khmer  Rouge,  they  can 
and  must  play  a  key  role  in  a  settle- 
ment which  will  serve  the  best  inter- 
ests of  the  Cambodian  people.  We  view 
Prince  Sihanouk  as  the  indispensable 
leader  of  any  future  coalition  govern- 
ment in  Cambodia. 

Vietnamese  Occupation 

It  is  vital  that  all  peace-loving  nations 
continue  to  stand  firm  in  opposition  to 
Vietnam's  occupation  of  Cambodia.  We 
believe  that  the  international  effort  to 
ostracize  Vietnam  has,  over  the  years, 
helped  to  bring  home  to  Hanoi  the  cost 
of  its  action  and  that  the  recent,  al- 
though inconclusive,  signs  of  change  in 
Vietnam's  approach  attest  to  its  effec- 
tiveness. Under  current  conditions, 
Vietnam  cannot  and  should  not  partici- 
pate fully  in  the  world's  economic  and 
diplomatic  activities.  One  result  has 
been  that  as  the  economies  of  other  na- 
tions in  Southeast  Asia  thrive,  Viet- 
nam's has  disintegrated.  Until  Vietnam 
withdraws  from  Cambodia,  it  cannot 
hope  to  seriously  address  its  social  and 
economic  malaise.  Thus,  not  only  Cam- 
bodians but  also  Vietnamese  continue 
to  suffer  from  the  folly  of  Hanoi's  mili- 
tary adventurism. 

Unquestionably,  Vietnam's  illegal 
occupation  remains  the  root  cause  of 
the  conflict  in  Cambodia  today,  and  the 
expeditious  withdrawal  of  all  of  the 
Vietnamese  troops — we  believe  that 
more  than  100,000  are  still  in  country — 
is  the  key  to  resolving  this  tragic  situa- 
tion. The  United  States  has  joined  with 
the  vast  majority  of  the  nations  of  the 
world  in  condemning  Vietnam's  occupa- 
tion and  has  called  for  Hanoi  to  with- 
draw its  forces  and  to  negotiate  a 
settlement  acceptable  to  all  sides.  We 
believe  that  only  through  a  political  so- 
lution can  the  suffering  of  the  Cambo- 
dian people  be  brought  to  an  end  and 
regional  stability  be  restored.  Our  goal 
is  a  free  and  independent  Cambodia 
which  is  not  a  threat  to  its  neighbors. 


Today,  despite  a  series  of  announce- 
ments by  Hanoi  over  the  years  that  its 
troops  would  soon  withdraw,  the  Cam- 
bodian  people  continue  to  endure  the 
pain  and  humiliation  of  the  Vietnamese 
occupation  of  their  homeland.  The  influ- 
ence and  control  of  Vietnam  permeates 
all  aspects  of  Cambodian  life  and  soci- 
ety. Vietnamese  personnel,  euphemisti- 
cally referred  to  as  "advisers,"  can  be 
found  at  almost  every  level  of  govern- 
ment in  Phnom  Penh  and  are  assigned   I 
as  watchdogs  to  all  Cambodian  military : 
units.  There  are  also  disturbing  reports 
of  attempts  by  Hanoi  to  bring  about 
demographic  change  in  Cambodia 
through  the  establishment  of  a  number  j 
of  Vietnamese  settlements. 

Nevertheless,  Vietnam,  like  op- 
pressors from'  time  immemorial,  has 
found  it  impossible  to  suppress  the  in- 
domitable spirit  of  the  courageous  Cam- 
bodian people.  Rather  than  submit 
meekly  to  Hanoi's  attempt  to  seize 
hegemony  over  Cambodia,  thousands  of tj 
resistance  fighters  have  flocked  to  the 
banners  of  the  noncommunist  resist- 
ance, seeking  to  drive  the  invaders 
from  their  country.  This  effort  has  been 
fueled  by  the  widespread  popular  dis- 
satisfaction with  the  puppet  Heng 
Samrin  regime. 

In  addition  to  its  impact  on  Cam- 
bodia and  its  people,  the  Vietnamese 
invasion  and  continuing  occupation  of 
that  country  constitute  a  direct  threat    ; 
to  the  security  of  Thailand,  a  long-time 
friend  and  treaty  ally  of  the  United 
States,  and  to  the  stability  of  the  entire 
region.  ASEAN  has  responded  to  this 
danger  with  vigor  and  effectiveness.  It 
has  marshaled  international  opposition 
to  Vietnam's  occupation  of  Cambodia 
and  has  fostered  the  growth  of  the 
Cambodian  noncommunist  resistance 
into  a  viable  military  and  political  force 
in  the  struggle  for  a  free  and  indepen- 
dent Cambodia. 

The  United  States  has  noted  with 
interest  Hanoi's  frequent  announce- 
ments of  its  intention  to  withdraw 
50,000  troops  by  the  end  of  1988  and 
the  remainder  of  its  troops  by  1990 
without  regard  to  the  political,  eco- 
nomic, or  military  situation  existing  at 
that  time.  We  hope  Vietnam  will  meet 
and  preferably  beat  these  deadlines, 
and  we  will  be  watching.  In  another 
positive  step,  Hanoi  has  recently  reit- 
erated its  willingness  to  allow  foreign 
observers  into  Cambodia  to  verify  its 
announced  50,000  troop  withdrawal. 
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Despite  these  encouraging  signs,  how- 
ever, fundamental  uncertainties  remain. 
Even  if  Hanoi  were  to  withdraw  50,000 
soldiers,  the  continued  presence  of  an 
estimated  70,000  troops  in  Cambodia 
would  preclude  genuine  national  recon- 
ciliation. Moreover,  the  United  States 
remains  skeptical  of  Vietnam's  promise 
10  depart  Cambodia  by  1990  in  light 
rf  past  announced  troop  withdrawals 
which  later  proved  to  be  no  more  than 
;roop  rotations.  The  international  com- 
munity has  the  right  to  expect  the  act 
if  actual  withdrawal  to  follow  the  words 
)f  Vietnam's  promise. 

U.S.  and  International  Support 

[n  closing,  I  would  like  to  offer  several 
mportant  points  for  your  consideration. 

•  First,  the  United  States  will  con- 
;inue  to  support  the  efforts  of  ASEAN 
;o  achieve  a  negotiated  solution  to  this 
;ragedy.  Since  the  beginning  of  the  con- 
lict,  ASEAN  has  been  in  the  forefront 
)f  the  search  for  peace.  By  focusing 
nternational  attention  on  Cambodia,  it 
las  functioned  as  our  conscience,  ensur- 
ng  that  the  world  does  not  forget. 

•  Second,  the  United  States  also 
strongly  supports  UNGA  Resolution 
13/19  now  before  us.  We  believe  that 
;he  newly  drafted  language  better  re- 
lects  the  current  situation  in  Cambodia 
while  maintaining  as  the  world's  pri- 
vity the  need  for  the  Vietnamese  to 
withdraw  their  forces.  The  resolution  is 
n  harmony  with  my  own  government's 
;win  goals  for  Cambodia:  first,  immedi- 
ite,  unconditional,  and  total  withdrawal 
)f  Vietnam's  forces  in  Cambodia;  and, 
second,  a  nonreturn  to  power  of  Pol  Pot 
ind  those  closely  associated  with  him  in 
;he  Khmer  Rouge. 

•  Third,  the  invasion  and  occupa- 
;ion  of  Cambodia  by  Vietnam  are  ille- 
gal. This  assembly  has  overwhelmingly 
ind  repeatedly  demanded  that  Vietnam 
withdraw  from  Cambodia.  We  should  do 
so  again  with  the  hope  that  our  com- 
bined voices  may  persuade  Vietnam  to 
follow  up  its  conciliatory  words  with  ac- 
tion. In  this  way,  our  votes  here  can 
contribute  to  the  achievement  of  a 
aeaceful  settlement  in  Cambodia. 

•  Fourth,  it  is  the  Cambodian  peo- 
3le  themselves  who  must  determine 
;heir  own  future  course.  We  are  certain 
;hat  for  this  eminently  reasonable  and 
lumane  objective  to  be  realized,  there 
nust  be  workable  measures  to  assure 
:hat  the  Khmer  Rouge  can  never  again 


exercise  control  over  that  country's  des- 
tiny. Complete  Vietnamese  withdrawal, 
however,  remains  the  first  step  toward 
resolution  of  this  conflict. 

The  Cambodian  people  have  suf- 
fered long  enough.  They  deserve  the 
right  to  determine  their  own  form  of 
government,  free  from  outside  inter- 
ference. They  are  entitled  to  our  best 
effort.  The  international  community, 
which  has  come  to  equate  the  name 
Cambodia  with  tragedy,  should  do  ev- 
erything possible  to  ensure  that  Cam- 
bodia becomes  once  again  a  gentle  land, 
independent  and  free  from  conflict. 


GENERAL  ASSEMBLY 
RESOLUTION  43/192 

Recalling  its  resolutions  34/22  of  14 
November  1979,  35/6  of  22  October  1980, 
36/5  of  21  October  1981,  37/6  of  28  October 
1982,  38/3  of  27  October  1983,  39/5  of  30 
October  1984,  40/7  of  5  November  1985, 
41/6  of  21  October  1986  and  42/3  of  14  Oc- 
tober 1987, 

Recalling  further  the  Declaration  on 
Kampuchea  and  resolution  1(1)  adopted  by 
the  International  Conference  on 
Kampuchea, 

Taking  note  of  the  report  of  the  Secre- 
tary-General on  the  implementation  of 
General  Assembly  resolution  42/3, 

Deploring  that  foreign  armed  interven- 
tion and  occupation  continue  and  that  for- 
eign forces  still  remain  in  Kampuchea,  thus 
causing  continuing  hostilities  in  that  coun- 
try and  seriously  threatening  international 
peace  and  security, 

Noting  the  continued  and  effective 
struggle  waged  against  foreign  occupation 
by  the  Kampuchean  forces  under  the  lead- 
ership of  Samdech  Norodom  Sihanouk, 

Taking  note  of  Economic  and  Social 
Council  decision  1988/143  of  27  May  1988  on 
the  right  of  peoples  to  self-determination 
and  its  application  to  peoples  under  co- 
lonial or  alien  domination  or  foreign 
occupation, 

Greatly  disturbed  that  the  continued 
fighting  and  instability  in  Kampuchea  have 
forced  an  additional  large  number  of  Kam- 
pucheans  to  flee  to  the  Thai-Kampuchean 
brder  in  search  of  food  and  safety, 

Recognizing  that  the  assistance  ex- 
tended by  the  international  community  has 
continued  to  reduce  the  food  shortages  and 
health  problems  of  the  Kampuchean 
people, 

Emphasizing  that  it  is  the  inalienable 
right  of  the  Kampuchean  people  who  have 
sought  refuge  in  neighbouring  countries  to 
return  safely  to  their  homeland, 

Emphasizing  further  that  no  effective 
solution  to  the  humanitarian  problems  can 
be  achieved  without  a  comprehensive  polit- 
ical settlement  of  the  Kampuchean  conflict, 

Seriously  concerned  about  reported 
demographic  changes  being  imposed  in 
Kampuchea  by  foreign  occupation  forces, 


Convinced  that,  to  bring  about  lasting- 
peace  in  South-East  Asia  and  reduce  the 
threat  to  international  peace  and  security, 
there  is  an  urgent  need  for  the  interna- 
tional community  to  find  a  comprehensive 
political  solution  to  the  Kampuchean  prob- 
lem, with  effective  guarantees,  that  will 
provide  for  the  withdrawal  of  all  foreign 
forces  from  Kampuchea  under  effective  in- 
ternational supervision  and  control,  the 
creation  of  an  interim  administering  au- 
thority, the  promotion  of  national  recon- 
ciliation among  all  Kampucheans  under  the 
leadership  of  Samdech  Norodom  Sihanouk, 
the  non-return  to  the  universally  con- 
demned policies  and  practices  of  a  recent 
past  and  ensure  respect  for  the  sov- 
ereignty, independence,  territorial  integ- 
rity and  neutral  and  non-aligned  status  of 
Kampuchea,  as  well  as  the  right  of  the 
Kampuchean  people  to  self-determination 
free  from  outside  interference, 

Recognizing  that  the  Jakarta  Informal 
Meeting  in  Bogor,  Indonesia,  held  from  25 
to  28  July  1988  was  a  significant  develop- 
ment, which  marked  for  the  first  time  the 
participation  of  the  parties  directly  in- 
volved and  other  concerned  countries, 

Reiterating  its  conviction  that,  after 
the  comprehensive  political  settlement  of 
the  Kampuchean  question  through  peaceful 
means,  the  countries  of  the  South-East 
Asian  region  can  pursue  efforts  to  estab- 
lish a  zone  of  peace,  freedom  and  neu- 
trality in  South-East  Asia  so  as  to  lessen 
international  tensions  and  to  achieve  last- 
ing peace  in  the  region, 

Reaffirming  the  need  for  all  States  to 
adhere  strictly  to  the  principles  of  the 
Charter  of  the  United  Nations,  which  call 
for  respect  for  the  national  independence, 
sovereignty  and  territorial  integrity  of  all 
States,  non-intervention  and  non-inter- 
ference in  the  internal  affairs  of  States, 
non-recourse  to  the  threat  or  use  of  force 
and  peaceful  settlement  of  disputes, 

1.  Reaffirms  its  resolutions  34/22,  35/6, 
37/6,  38/3,  39/5,  40/7,  41/6  and  42/3  and 
calls  for  their  full  implementation; 

2.  Reiterates  its  conviction  that  the 
withdrawal  of  all  foreign  forces  from  Kam- 
puchea under  effective  international  super- 
vision and  control,  the  creation  of  an 
interim  administering  authority,  the  pro- 
motion of  national  reconciliation  among  all 
Kampucheans  under  the  leadership  of  Sam- 
dech Norodom  Sihanouk,  the  non-return  to 
the  universally  condemned  policies  and 
practices  of  a  recent  past,  the  restoration 
and  preservation  of  its  independence,  sov- 
ereignty, territorial  integrity  and  neutral 
and  non-aligned  status  of  Kampuchea,  the 
reaffirmation  of  the  right  of  the  Kam- 
puchean people  to  determine  their  own 
destiny  and  the  commitment  by  all  States 
to  non-interference  and  non-intervention  in 
the  internal  affairs  of  Kampuchea,  with  ef- 
fective guarantees,  are  the  principal  com- 
ponents of  any  just  and  lasting  resolution 
of  the  Kampuchean  problem; 
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3.  Takes  note  with  appreciation  of  the 
report  of  the  Ad  Hoc  Committee  of  the 
International  Conference  on  Kampuchea  on 
ts  activities  during  1987-1988  and  requests 
that  the  Committee  continue  its  work, 
pending  the  reconvening  of  the  Conference; 

4.  Authorize*  the  Ad  Hoc  Committee 
to  convene  when  necessary  and  to  carry 
out  the  tasks  entrusted  to  it  in  its 
mandate: 

5.  Reaffirms  its  commitment  to  recon- 
vene the  Conference  at  an  appropriate 
time,  in  accordance  with  Conference  reso- 
lution 1(1),  and  its  readiness  to  support  any 
other  conference  of  an  international  nature 
under  the  auspices  of  the  Secretary- 
General; 

6.  Requests  the  Secretary-General  to 
continue  to  consult  with  and  assist  the 
Conference  and  the  Ad  Hoc  Committee  and 
to  provide  them  on  a  regular  basis  with  the 
necessary  facilities  to  carry  out  their 
functions; 

7.  Expresses  its  appreciation  once 
again  to  the  Secretary-General  for  taking 
appropriate  steps  in  following  the  situation 
closely  and  requests  him  to  continue  to  do 
so  and  to  exercise  his  good  offices  in  order 
to  contribute  to  a  comprehensive  political 
settlement; 

8.  Expresses  its  deep  appreciation 
once  again  to  donor  countries,  the  United 
Nations  and  its  agencies  and  other  human- 
itarian organizations,  national  and  interna- 
tional, that  have  rendered  relief  assistance 
to  the  Kampuchean  people,  and  appeals  to 
them  to  continue  to  provide  emergency  as- 
sistance to  those  Kampucheans  who  are 
still  in  need,  especially  along  the  Thai- 
Kampuchean  border  and  in  the  various  en- 
campments in  Thailand; 

9.  Reiterates  its  deep  appreciation  to 
the  Secretary-General  for  his  efforts  in  co- 
ordinating humanitarian  relief  assistance 
and  in  monitoring  its  distribution,  and  re- 
quests him  to  intensify  such  efforts  as 
necessary; 

10.  Urges  the  States  of  South-East 
Asia,  once  a  comprehensive  political  solu- 
tion to  the  Kampuchean  conflict  is  ach- 
ieved, to  exert  renewed  efforts  to  establish 
a  zone  of  peace,  freedom  and  neutrality  in 
South-East  Asia; 

11.  Reiterates  the  hope  that,  following 
a  comprehensive  political  solution,  an  in- 
tergovernmental committee  will  be  es- 
tablished  to  consider  a  programme  of 
assistance  to  Kampuchea  for  the  recon- 
struction of  its  economy  and  for  the  eco- 
nomic and  social  development  of  all  States 
in  the  region; 

12.  Requests  the  Secretary-General  to 
report  to  the  General  Assembly  at  its 
forty-fourth  session  on  the  implementation 
of  the  present  resolution; 

13.  Decides  to  include  in  the  provi- 
sional agenda  of  its  forty-fourth  session  the 

it  it  led  "The  situation  in  Kampuchea." 


The  United  Nations:  Progress  in  the  1980s 


'USUN  press  release  119. 

Adopted  by  a  vote  of  122  (U.S.)  to  19, 
with  13  abstentions.  ■ 


by  Richard  S.  Williamson 

Address  before  a  series  sponsored 
by  the  American  Academy  of  Diplo- 
macy and  the  Woodroiv  Wilson  Interna- 
tional Center  for  Scholars  on 
"Adapting  American  Diplomacy  to  the 
Demands  of  the  1990s"  held  on  Octo- 
ber 19,  1988.  Ambassador  Williamson  is 
Assistant  Secretary  for  International 
Organization  Affairs. 

In  recent  days  there  has  been  a  re- 
surgence of  enthusiasm  for  the  United 
Nations  in  some  quarters.  This  is  due, 
in  large  part,  to  the  progress  that  has 
taken  place  with  respect  to  UN  actions 
on  reform  and  the  advancement  of  hu- 
man rights,  as  well  as  the  increased 
contributions  of  UN  peacekeeping  oper- 
ations which  led  to  the  award  of  the 
1988  Nobel  Peace  Prize  to  the  UN 
peacekeeping  forces. 

At  the  same  time,  however,  signifi- 
cant problems  continue  to  plague  this 
world  body.  For  example,  the  1975  reso- 
lution which  branded  Zionism  as  racism 
is  an  outrage.  It  is  a  cancer  which  con- 
tinues to  eat  away  at  the  moral  legit- 
imacy of  this  world  body.  The  rhetoric 
within  the  United  Nations  is  too  often 
reckless.  Sometimes  the  United  Na- 
tions even  serves  to  exacerbate  prob- 
lems rather  than  help  to  resolve  them. 
Nevertheless,  the  past  8  years  have 
witnessed  an  evolution  within  the 
United  Nations. 

When  the  Reagan  Administration 
took  office,  the  United  Nations  was 
hostile  to  U.S.  interests,  and  the 
United  States  was  in  retreat.  Name- 
calling  was  a  common  practice  that 
many  considered  to  be  not  only  legiti- 
mate but  too  enjoyable  to  resist. 
Efforts  to  delegitimize  Israel  and  even 
deny  it  credentials  were  accepted  prac- 
tices within  the  United  Nations.  A  dou- 
ble standard  existed  in  human  rights 
whereby  the  clients  of  the  Soviet  Union 
avoided  close  scrutiny  while  weaker  and 
isolated  nations  such  as  El  Salvador 
and  Chile  were  condemned.  From  the 
standpoint  of  its  administrative  prac- 
tices, the  United  Nations  was  poorly 
managed  and  rife  with  fiscal  ineffi- 
ciency. And  in  many  respects,  the 
United  Nations  had  become  at  best  a 
marginal  actor  on  the  world  stage. 
While  many  areas  still  exist  in  which 
the  United  Nations  has  strayed  from  its 


original  goals  and  objectives,  there 
have  been  noteworthy  improvements. 

Name-calling,  while  still  too  fre- 
quent, has  diminished.  The  cacophony 
of  reckless  rhetoric  has  abated.  Israeli 
credentials  are  not  in  threat  in  the  Gen- 
eral Assembly  nor  within  the  UN  spe- 
cialized agencies.  In  human  rights  the 
double  standard  has  been  challenged, 
and  we  have  seen  Soviet  human  rights 
abuses  within  Afghanistan  condemned 
and  Cuba  put  under  the  scrutiny  of  a 
UN  Human  Rights  Commission  investi- 
gative team.  There  has  been  recogni- 
tion and  gradual  progress  in  the  area  of 
management  and  fiscal  efficiency.  And 
finally,  the  United  Nations  is  playing  a 
worthwhile  role  in  peacekeeping  in 
Afghanistan,  Iran-Iraq,  and  potentially 
in  the  Western  Sahara,  Namibia, 
Cyprus,  and  Cambodia. 

Three  distinct  and  separate  ele- 
ments have  combined  to  contribute  to 
this  transformation  within  the  United 
Nations. 

First,  President  Reagan's  firm 
leadership  and  consistent  policies  in  the 
United  Nations  and  elsewhere  have  had' 
a  salutory  impact. 

Second,  the  Third  World  is  playing' 
an  increasingly  constructive  role  within 
the  United  Nations. 

And,  third,  the  positive  develop- 
ments in  U.S. -Soviet  relations  have  in- 
creased the  opportunities  for  the 
United  Nations  to  play  a  meaningful 
role. 

U.S.  Leadership  in  the 
United  Nations 

In  1981,  when  Ronald  Reagan  took  of- 
fice, the  United  States  was  in  retreat 
within  the  United  Nations.  It  had  be- 
come commonly  accepted  practice  to 
challenge  the  United  States  through 
the  most  grotesque  rhetoric  and  name- 
calling.  U.S.  interests  seemed  to  have 
become  subjugated  to  a  standard  of 
moral  legitimacy  that  was  set  by  a  vote 
of  the  United  Nation's  majority  mem- 
bership (undemocratic  and  unfree) 
rather  than  the  constant  values  of  free- 
dom, human  rights,  and  democracy 
which  have  been  the  hallmarks  of  our 
nation  since  its  founding  over  200  years 
ago.  By  the  late  1970s,  we  seemed  to 
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have  accepted  within  the  UN  General 
Assembly  a  position  of  moral  inferiority 
in  the  face  of  a  hostile  majority  of  mid- 
dle nations  and  mini-states  (often  in  col- 
lusion with  the  Soviets  and  the  Eastern 
bloc). 

President  Reagan,  through  his  first 
Ambassador  to  the  United  Nations, 
Jeane  Kirkpatrick,  took  the  "kick  me" 
sign  off  the  United  States.  We  no 
longer  passively  accepted  outrageous 
charges  and  name-calling.  Those  who 
had  challenged  the  United  States  began 
to  realize  that  such  reckless  accusations 
would  be  met  by  an^equally  forceful 
challenge  and  the  truth. 

With  his  appointment  of  Ambas- 
sador Kirkpatrick  and  later  Ambas- 
sador Vernon  Walters,  President 
Reagan  signaled  a  new  determination 
with  respect  to  the  United  Nations.  It 
was  not  a  frivolous  body  to  be  ignored 
but  a  serious  forum  to  be  engaged.  The 
seven  visits  which  Ronald  Reagan  him- 
self made  to  the  General  Assembly — a 
record  number  of  appearances  before 
that  world  body  by  any  President  of  the 
United  States — further  demonstrated 
the  importance  which  he  placed  on  it. 
As  the  United  States  evinced  its  own 
serious  approach  toward  the  United 
Nations,  others  began  to  take  the 
world  body  and  their  own  actions  more 
seriously. 

With  respect  to  the  double  stand- 
ards on  human  rights,  the  United 
States  has  aggressively  pursued  the 
uniform  application  of  the  Universal 
Declaration  of  Human  Rights.  This  doc- 
ument, which  was  crafted  in  1948 
largely  by  American  delegates  Eleanor 
Roosevelt  and  John  Foster  Dulles,  re- 
flected our  own  values  about  human 
rights  as  embodied  in  the  U.S.  Con- 
stitution. It  reflected  our  understand- 
ing after  World  World  II  that  countries 
which  tend  to  abuse  their  own  citizens' 
human  rights  will  be  more  inclined  to 
abuse  the  rights  of  their  neighbors. 

In  selecting  his  first  representative 
to  the  Human  Rights  Commission, 
noted  theologian  and  political  scientist 
Michael  Novak,  President  Reagan  ele- 
vated the  consideration  of  human  rights 
beyond  the  rhetoric  and  actively  sought 
to  push  the  United  Nations  to  evenly 
apply  universal  standards.  In  achieving 
human  rights  scrutiny  in  Afghanistan 
and  now  Cuba,  the  United  States'  per- 
sistence and  political  handiwork  were 
slowly  rewarded.  Just  as  the  Reagan 
delegation  sought  to  continue  close 
scrutiny  of  Chile,  we  set  out  to  achieve 


close  scrutiny  of  the  Western  Hemi- 
sphere's most  egregious  abuser  of  hu- 
man rights,  Fidel  Castro.  At  first 
reluctantly,  but  eventually  with  an 
overwhelming  majority,  the  members  of 
the  United  Nations  recognized  the  im- 
portance of  this  initiative,  not  only  for 
the  United  States  but  for  all  member 
states. 

In  the  area  of  management  and  ad- 
ministration, under  the  leadership  of 
Ambassador  Walters,  the  United  States 
started  a  multi-year  campaign  to  bring 
some  sanity  to  the  reckless,  spendthrift 
manner  in  which  the  United  Nations 
had  been  operating.  Joining  first  with 
other  major  donors  such  as  Japan  and 
the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany,  and 
then  eventually  gaining  support  from 
the  Soviet  Union  and  from  leading 
G-77  developing  countries,  the  United 
States  achieved  a  miraculous  develop- 
ment: In  1986  a  group  of  18  government 
experts  was  formed  to  look  at  UN 
management. 

The  G-18's  report  was  far-reaching 
and  profound.  It  contained  71  recom- 
mendations that  addressed  four  main 
areas  of  concern: 

•  The  proliferation  of  intergovern- 
mental bodies  which  had  caused  the 
UN  machinery  to  become  overly  com- 
plex, noncohesive,  and  difficult  to 
coordinate; 

•  The  mushrooming  of  the  number, 
frequency,  and  duration  of  UN  meet- 
ings and  the  corresponding  increase  in 
paperwork; 

•  The  tremendous  growth  in  the 
size  of  the  Secretariat,  which  had  be- 
come topheavy  and  inefficient;  and 

•  The  seemingly  unending  growth 
in  UN  budgets. 

In  order  to  address  these  prob- 
lems, the  G-18  proposed,  among  other 
things,  a  15%  reduction  in  staff  and  a 
reform  of  the  UN's  budgetary  process 
that  would  ensure  that  budgetary  ques- 
tions would  be  settled  by  consensus. 

When  I  was  serving  as  U.S.  Am- 
bassador to  the  United  Nations  offices 
in  Vienna,  Austria,  in  1983  and  1984,  I 
never  would  have  imagined  that  Gen- 
eral Assembly  formation  of  a  team  like 
the  G-18  would  have  been  possible.  If 
such  a  group  of  diverse  nations  had 
been  formed,  I  never  would  have 
thought  that  it  could  have  reached  con- 
sensus recommendations.  If  recommen- 
dations had  been  forthcoming  from  such 


a  group,  I  never  would  have  believed 
that  the  General  Assembly  might 
largely  adopt  them.  And  even  if  their 
adoption  were  achieved,  I  never  would 
have  foreseen  implementation. 

But  through  the  persistence  of  the 
Reagan  Administration,  the  leadership 
of  Secretary  Shultz  and  Ambassador 
Walters,  and  the  help  of  Secretary  Gen- 
eral Perez  de  Cuellar,  these  sweeping 
recommendations  were  adopted  by  the 
Group  of  18  experts,  endorsed  by  the 
General  Assembly,  and  have  now  under- 
gone the  first  phases  of  implementa- 
tion. The  process  is  not  perfect.  Our 
steps  are  only  small  ones  when  we  con- 
sider the  massive  task  ahead.  But  the 
reform  process  has  begun  and  begun 
well. 

The  Reagan  Administration's  firm, 
uncompromising  yet  nonconfrontational 
approach  has  been  a  major  contributor 
to  this  progress.  Further,  in  the  peace- 
keeping efforts  of  Afghanistan,  Iran- 
Iraq,  and  Angola/Namibia,  the  United 
States  has  played  a  very  strong,  sup- 
portive role  in  the  "real  world"  beyond 
the  United  Nations  as  well  as  within 
the  United  Nations  itself  to  support  the 
Secretary  General  and  his  good  offices 
in  seeking  settlements  and  the  resolu- 
tion of  regional  conflicts. 

•  In  Afghanistan,  for  example,  it 
was  the  steadfast  support  of  Ronald 
Reagan  and  the  strong  bipartisan  sup- 
port in  the  U.S.  Congress  for  the 
mujahidin  that  raised  the  Soviet  costs 
of  the  brutal  occupation  of  that  country. 

•  It  was  the  deployment  of  U.S. 
naval  forces  in  the  Persian  Gulf,  as  well 
as  the  diplomatic  isolation  of  Iran,  that 
led  Iran  to  accept  the  terms  of  Resolu- 
tion 598  and  agree  to  a  cease-fire. 

•  Finally,  the  United  States  is  tak- 
ing the  lead  in  trying  to  arrange  among 
the  parties  a  peaceful  solution  to  the 
Angola/Namibia  conflict.  However,  the 
mediator  in  these  talks,  Assistant  Sec- 
retary for  African  Affairs  Chet 
Crocker,  has  recognized  from  the  outset 
the  helpful  role  the  United  Nations  can 
play  in  implementing  the  arrangements 
the  parties  eventually  agree  on  con- 
cerning self-determination  in  Namibia 
and  the  end  of  civil  war  in  Angola. 

In  all  of  these  areas — human 
rights,  UN  reform,  and  peacekeeping — 
Ronald  Reagan  deserves  significant 
credit  not  only  for  having  improved  the 
United  Nations  as  a  tool  which  can 
both  help  advance  U.S.  interests  and 
the  interests  of  all  those  serious-minded 
countries  but  also  for  having  improved 
the  United  Nations  itself  as  an 
institution. 
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The  Changing  Role 
of  the  Third  World 

The  majority  of  the  nations  of  the  de- 
veloping world  are  former  colonies. 
President  Franklin  Roosevelt  played  a 
major  role  in  spurring  decolonization. 
He  began  to  confront  this  issue  with 
both  the  British  and  the  French  during 
World  War  II  when  they  found  such  a 
challenge  offensive  to  their  national  in- 
terests. Nonetheless,  the  United  States 
continued  to  push  for  decolonization 
after  the  war,  and  the  United  Nations 
served  as  an  invaluable  midwife  in  this 
process.  The  result  was  the  end  of  tra- 
ditional European  colonization.  Begin- 
ning in  1958  with  the  independence  of 
Tunisia  a  cascade  of  new  nations  was 
founded  where  former  colonies  existed. 

These  new  nations  did  not  have  a 
history  in  bilateral  relations  nor  the  fi- 
nancial resources  to  have  embassies 
throughout  the  world.  They  did  not 
have  the  wealth  to  impact  world  events 
through  economic  force.  Nor  did  they 
have  the  military  power  to  exert  their 
independence.  But  these  new  nations 
desperately  sought  to  proclaim  their  in- 
dependence. The  United  Nations  be- 
came their  preferred  forum. 

Within  the  United  Nations,  they 
could  have  one  delegation  which  could 
deal  with  all  the  other  countries  of  the 
world.  Also  within  the  United  Nations, 
they  had  an  equal  vote  with  other  mem- 
bers in  the  General  Assembly.  And 
within  the  General  Assembly,  they 
could  express  their  independence.  In 
some  ways  this  was  constructive.  How- 
ever, it  also  distorted  the  General  As- 
sembly. The  rhetoric  of  the  newly 
independent  countries  became  exces- 
sive. Perhaps  frustrated  about  the  lim- 
itations of  their  power  to  have  an 
impact  on  the  real  world,  they  issued 
sweeping  and  often  reckless  state- 
ments, whether  hurling  accusations 
against  former  colonial  powers  or  other 
powerful  nations  such  as  the  United 
States.  Frustrated  with  their  poverty 
versus  the  wealth  of  other  nations,  they 
condemned  the  wealthy. 

These  developing  nations  also  found 
it  very  salutory  to  pass  sweeping  reso- 
lutions mandating  great  changes.  How- 
ever, over  a  period  of  time  they  learned 
that  excessive  rhetoric  in  the  United 
Nations  did  have  a  cost.  They  were 
taken  less  seriously.  And  the  sweeping 
resolutions  had  little  impact  on  their 
very  urgent  and  real  needs. 


The  developing  world  has  begun  to 
understand  that  passing  a  broad  resolu- 
tion calling  for  a  new  international  eco- 
nomic order  has  not  put  more  food  on 
the  tables  of  the  citizens  in  their  coun- 
tries. They  have  learned  that  passing  a 
New  Delhi  declaration  at  the  UNIDO 
[UN  Industrial  Development  Organiza- 
tion] conference  in  1974  has  not  created 
new  jobs  in  their  countries.  They  have 
learned  that  passing  a  sweeping  Lima 
declaration  in  1978  has  not  created  fur- 
ther markets  for  their  products. 

The  result  of  these  developments, 
nurtured  by  Secretary  General  Perez 
de  Cuellar,  has  been  a  gradual  yet  per- 
ceptible movement  of  the  G-77  nations 
toward  more  responsible  behavior. 
There  has  been  a  recognition  that  the 
spendthrift  ways  of  the  United  Nations 
hurt  their  interests,  which  are  so  de- 
pendent on  a  viable  and  vital  United 
Nations,  more  than  any  other  group  of 
countries.  Thus,  by  degrees,  leading 
nations  among  the  G-77  have  embraced 
the  reform  process  and  helped  advance 
it.  To  strengthen  the  United  Nations  is 
to  help  strengthen  their  own  abilities. 

In  the  economic  fora,  sweeping 
condemnations  of  industrialized  coun- 
tries have  slowly  diminished  and  are 
being  replaced  by  responsible  work  pro- 
grams for  specific  projects  to  advance 
economic  development. 

This  transformation  within  the  de- 
veloping nation  majority  in  the  United 
Nations  is  terribly  important.  It  has 
created  new  responsible  leadership 
among  their  ranks,  as  well  as  a  recep- 
tiveness  for  greater  responsibility.  It 
has  created  a  new  opportunity  as  we 
face  the  United  Nations  in  the  1990s. 

These  changes  have  contributed 
mightily  to  the  improvements  within 
the  United  Nations.  They  are  to  be 
nurtured  for  the  sake  of  the  developing 
nations,  for  the  sake  of  the  United 
States,  and  for  the  sake  of  the  United 
Nations  itself. 

The  Changing  U.S.-Soviet 
Relationship 

A  third  major  element  in  the  evolving 
real  world  beyond  the  United  Nations, 
which  has  helped  the  United  Nations 
mightily  in  its  gradual  movement  to- 
ward an  improved  body,  has  been  the 
changed  U.S.-Soviet  relationship.  While 


the  Soviet  Union  remains  the  United 
States'  primary  adversary  and  the 
East- West  confrontation  the  primary 
threat,  there  is  no  question  that  the 
U.S.-Soviet  relationship  is  in  a  period 
of  adjustment. 

President  Reagan  deserves  credit 
for  this  in  part  by  having  provided  a 
stronger  America,  both  militarily  and 
economically,  in  which  to  engage  the 
Soviet  Union.  In  part  this  is  a  result  of 
General  Secretary  Gorbachev  and  his 
efforts  at  perestroika  and  glasnost. 

There  is  no  question  that  the  soft-    i 
ened  rhetoric  and  the  efforts  to  avoid 
direct  confrontation  by  both  super- 
powers have  created  a  new  environment 
and  opportunity  for  the  United 
Nations. 

Furthermore,  as  the  superpowers 
have  exerted  influence  to  resolve  some 
of  the  serious  regional  conflagrations 
that  have  been  waged,  be  they  in 
Afghanistan,  Namibia,  Cambodia,  or 
elsewhere,  the  United  Nations  has 
stood  available  as  a  convenient  facili- 
tator to  help  bridge  the  final  gaps  to- 
ward peace,  to  provide  a  buffer  for 
graceful  exits,  and  to  provide  a  frame-  j 
work  for  reconstruction.  Both  President 
Reagan  and  General  Secretary  Gor- 
bachev have  provided  political  and 
moral  leadership  to  nurture  this 
process. 

Conclusion 

All  three  of  these  elements — President 
Reagan's  firm  leadership,  the  modifica- 
tion and  maturing  of  views  in  develop- 
ing countries,  and  the  changing  U.S.- 
Soviet relationship — have  contributed 
to  this  evolution.  It  is  not  a  revolution- 
ary change.  The  United  Nations  still 
does  much  that  is  undesirable.  The 
"Zionism  is  racism"  resolution  still  lies 
as  part  of  the  UN  General  Assembly 
theology.  The  rhetoric  is  excessive.  The 
double  standards  persist,  whether  on 
South  Africa  or  on  human  rights.  But 
the  reckless  ship  cast  out  toward  dark 
seas  of  oblivion  has  been  steadied. 
Enough  progress  perhaps  has  been 
made  even  to  say  it  has  begun  to 
change  its  course.  This  is  good  for  the 
United  States  and  it  is  good  for  the 
world.  It  is  a  process  that  the  next 
Administration  must  engage,  nurture, 
and  advance — both  for  the  United  Na- 
tions' own  interests  and  for  the  good  of 
the  world  community. 
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Maintaining  this  progress  will  re- 
quire continued  firm,  persistent  lead- 
ership in  the  United  States.  This  means 
using  all  resources  available — political, 
moral,  rhetorical,  and  financial — to  ad- 
vance U.S.  interests  and  to  fight  those 
actions  that  profoundly  offend  our 
moral  and  political  values.  This  is  a 
challenge  for  the  next  Administration. 

This  also  means  working  construc- 
tively with  developing  nations,  both  on 
a  bilateral  basis  and  in  their  preferred 
forum  of  the  United  Nations;  to  nurture 
recognition  of  the  benefits  of  responsi- 
ble action,  reasonable  rhetoric,  and 
constructive  joint  endeavors  to  avoid 
confrontation;  and  seek  the  progress  of 
gradualism,  which  is  the  only  solution 
for  their  many  problems  of  poverty 
and,  too  often,  limited  freedoms. 

Finally,  we  must  continue  our  steps 
on  the  path  that  was  opened  by  Presi- 
dent Reagan  and  General  Secretary 
Gorbachev  through  their  efforts  to  ex- 
plore areas  of  mutual  interest  to  the 
superpowers.  In  the  INF  [Intermedi- 
ate-Range Nuclear  Forces]  Treaty  we 
have  seen  the  benefits  of  the  coopera- 
tion between  the  superpowers.  We  have 
seen  in  the  INF  Treaty  the  benefits  of 
peace  through  strength.  In  the  INF 
Treaty  we  have  seen  a  harbinger  of  op- 
portunities. While  recognizing  our  ad- 
versarial relationship  and  the  serious 
threat  to  our  values  and  standards,  this 
path  should  be  explored.  And  one  arena 
in  which  it  can,  should,  and  must  be 
explored  is  within  the  UN  system.  The 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union 
have  long  cooperated  within  the  United 
Nations  on  areas  of  mutual  interest 
such  as  nuclear  nonproliferation.  We 
have  now  found  areas  of  cooperation 
within  the  United  Nations  on  peace- 
keeping efforts  such  as  in  Afghanistan. 
The  Soviet  Union  remains  our  primary 
adversary.  But  President  Reagan  has 
taken  valuable  steps  toward  limited 
cooperation. 

Secretary  General  Dag  Hammarsk- 
jold  once  said  that  the  United  Nations 
was  like  a  hoe.  By  itself  it  can  do  noth- 
ing. But  in  the  hands  of  the  mem- 
bership it  can  till  the  garden  and  bear 
fruit.  The  three  developments  in  the 
1980s  discussed  above  have  contributed 
to  a  more  constructive  atmosphere 
within  the  United  Nations  and  greater 
opportunities.  As  the  leader  of  the  free 
world  and  the  founding  force  of  the 
United  Nations,  the  United  States  has 
an  obligation  to  seek  to  use  the  hoe  for 
the  advantage  of  all  mankind.  ■ 


Secretary  Attends  Inaugural 
of  Mexico's  President 


Secretary  Shultz  headed  the  Presi- 
dential delegation  at  the  inauguration 
of  Mexico's  President  Carlos  Salinas  de 
Gortari  on  December  1,  1988.  Following 
is  an  interview  the  Secretary  had  on 
Televisa  Mexico  in  Mexico  City  on  that 
day.1 

Q.  I  wanted  to  ask  you,  how  would 
you  rate  the  relationship  in  the  past  6 
years  while  you  have  been  in  office, 
the  relationship  between  Mexico  and 
the  United  States?  What  can  we  look 
forward  to  in  the  future? 

A.  It's  been  a  good  relationship,  a 
constructive  one,  and  we've  had  the 
ability  to  take  a  look  at  problems  that 
we  have  and  opportunities  and  deal 
with  them.  Of  course,  there  are  plenty 
of  problems  remaining  for  the  new  Ad- 
ministrations coming  in  but,  I  think,  on 
the  whole,  we  would  have  to  say  that 
it's  been  a  good  working  relationship, 
and  I  am  proud  of  myself  to  have  had 
some  part  in  it.  I  noticed  in  the  cere- 
mony this  morning  when  the  new  Presi- 
dent had  nice  things  to  say  about  the 
outgoing  President,  there  was  a  very 
warm  burst  of  applause,  and  I  thought 
it  was  well  deserved. 

Q.  Talking  about  President  Sali- 
nas and  his  inauguration  speech  to- 
day, he  mentioned  that  Mexico  will 
now  focus  on  the  economic  growth, 
and  paying  the  debt  will  take  second 
place.  Would  you  see  this  as  a  major 
change  in  the  U.S. -Mexico  rela- 
tionship and  Mexican  policies? 

A.  Of  course  we  have  to  explore 
exactly  what  President  Salinas  has  in 
mind,  but  I  think  he  is  absolutely  right 
that  growth  is  what  every  country 
needs.  It's  what  Mexico  needs.  For  that 
matter,  if  the  debt  is  to  be  dealt  with 
successfully,  it  can  only  be  when  there 
is  a  growing  economy.  If  the  economy 
isn't  growing,  we  don't  have  anything 
to  work  with  on  the  debt,  let  alone 
growth  or  progress  for  the  people  of 
Mexico.  I  think  he  hits  it  right  on  the 
head  in  saying  that  growth  has  to  be  a 
key  objective. 

Q.  Would  you  think  that  the  cred- 
itors will  accept  reducing  the  debt? 
Would  you  think  that  would  be  a  solu- 
tion or  part  of  a  solution? 


A.  The  debt  problem  is  complex 
and  difficult.  If  it  were  otherwise,  it 
would  long  since  have  been  dealt  with. 
President  Salinas  had  some  interesting 
things  to  say.  I  am  noting  them  down 
and  I'm  going  back  to  the  United 
States.  I'll  have  a  chance  to  talk  with 
our  new  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and 
so  I'll  pass  some  information  along.  But 
at  any  rate,  I  think  it's  already  been 
shown  that  the  new  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  Nick  Brady,  has  been  ready 
to  work  very  constructively  with  his 
colleagues  in  Mexico  in  trying  to  look  at 
your  problems  and  our  problems  to  see 
what  we  can  do  about  them.  But  I 
wouldn't  want  to  say  anything  substan- 
tive about  the  debt  issue,  because  it  is 
something  that  will  have  to  be  worked 
out  very  carefully. 

Q.  Why  don't  we  touch  the  drug 
problem?  Do  you  think  both  countries 
have  worked  together  enough  to  fight 
this  problem?  Are  you  satisfied,  is  the 
United  States  satisfied,  with  what  has 
been  done  in  Mexico? 

A.  I  was  very  struck  by  the  way 
President  Salinas  handled  this  problem 
at  his  inaugural  address,  which  inciden- 
tally, I  thought  was  a  very  strong  ad- 
dress. I  was  quite  struck  by  it.  But  at 
any  rate,  he  stepped  up  to  the  drug 
problem  in  a  very  forceful  way,  and  it 
was  clear  from  what  he  said  that  he  is 
not  satisfied  with  the  way  things  are 
going,  and  I'm  sure  that  people  in  the 
United  States  are  not  satisfied. 

None  of  us  is  doing  enough,  and  we 
have  to  sort  of  take  a  deep  breath  and 
say  we  must  really  get  after  this  in  the 
United  States.  We  have  to  do  some- 
thing about  the  demand  for  drugs,  and 
we  are,  but  we  have  a  big  battle  on  our 
hands  and  a  big  responsibility  on  our 
hands.  Of  course,  then  there  is  the 
question  of  the  supply  that  worries  you 
here — and  worries  us — that  there  is  a 
very  substantial  flow  from  here.  It  isn't 
only  the  problems  that  [it]  creates  for 
us,  but  it  creates  lots  of  problems  for 
you,  as  President  Salinas  pointed  out. 
This  is  an  example  of  the  problem  that 
is  a  very  important  one  for  both  coun- 
tries and  both  new  Presidents,  as  was 
true  of  the  outgoing  Presidents.  They 
are,  I  think,  prepared  to  be  fully  en- 
gaged in  doing  everything  possible 
again  about  it,  and  I  was  very  glad  to 
hear  what  President  Salinas  said  in  his 
address. 
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Q.  Would  you  say  that  drugs  at 
their  time  were  a  major  concern  and 
maybe  with  the  Camarena  case  made 
the  relationship  at  its  lowest  point  we 
have  seen  in  years? 

A.  That  was  a  very  tough  case, 
and  the  problem  still  is  an  edgy  prob- 
lem on  all  sides.  At  the  same  time,  we 
have  had  good  constructive  work  to- 
gether, and  that's  what  we  need  to  push 
on  and  push  on  hard. 

Q.  It's  a  major  concern  here  in 
Mexico  in  terms  of  illegal  workers 
who  cross  the  border  and  go  to  the 
United  States.  Do  you  think  there  is  a 
way  in  which  both  countries  can  work 
together?  Apparently  there  is  no  easy 
solution  to  this  Simpson-Rodino  law. 
Apparently  it  has  not  given  the  re- 
sults you  expected.  Can  you  give  us 
your  opinion  about  this? 

A.  It  wouldn't  be  quite  so  much  of 
that  judgment.  I  think  it  has  begun  to 
settle  in,  and  I  have  a  sense  that  the 
problem  of  illegal  immigrants  as  illegal 
workers  is  not  as  great  as  it  was;  at 
least  we  feel  we  have  some  handles  on 
it.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  more  generally 
the  work  on  our  border  on  all  the  vari- 
ous issues — naturally  if  you  have  a  long 
border  you  have  environmental  issues, 
you  have  all  sorts  of  issues,  that  a  lot  of 
progress  has  been  made  on  that  area 
too.  I  have  a  sense  that  on  this  illegal 
worker  issue,  we  are  a  little  better  off 
than  we  were,  not  that  it  isn't  still  a 
problem. 


I  asked  when  we  were  coming 
down — talking  in  our  party  before  com- 
ing here — a  person  who  would  know 
how  many  border  crossings  there  are 
between  the  United  States  and  Mexico. 
How  many  times  does  a  human  being 
go  across  the  border  in  a  year? 

Q.  It's  very  hard  to  tell  if  it's  a 
million  or  if  it's  5  million  people. 

A.  Apparently  it's  up  in  the  neigh- 
borhood of  80  million.  It's  gigantic.  This 
shows  how  rich  and  large  and  human 
the  relationship  between  Mexico  and 
the  United  States  is.  We  have  to  work 
with  each  other,  and  we  have  to  live 
with  each  other.  We  have  to  respect 
each  other.  I  think  in  President  Salinas' 
speech,  he  talked  about  going  about 
this  in  a  balanced  way,  in  a  way  that 
showed  mutual  respect.  I  think  that  is 
absolutely  right,  and  that  is  the  way 
I'm  sure  the  United  States  intends  to 
proceed  with  it.  I'm  sure  it  received 
notice  here  in  Mexico,  as  it  did  in  the 
United  Sates,  that  the  first  then  pro- 
spective head  of  state  who  was  Mr.  Sa- 
linas— who  was  still  President-elect  at 
that  time — but  the  first  head  of  state, 
so  to  speak,  that  President-elect  Bush 
traveled  somewhere  to  go  and  see  was 
the  incoming  President  of  Mexico.  I 
think  that  tells  you  something  about  at- 
titudes that  President  Bush  will  be 
bringing  into  this  relationship. 

Q.  So  we  are  good  neighbors,  and 
we  can  expect  more  from  the 
relationship? 


U.S.  Supports  Panama's 
National  Unity  Plan 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
NOV.  25,  19881 

The  Plan  for  National  Unity,  released 
by  the  opposition  in  Panama  yesterday, 
is  a  welcome  effort  to  set  out  a  plan  for 
the  resolution  of  the  political  crisis  in 
Panama  and  the  recovery  of  the  Pan- 
amanian economy.  It  is  an  important 
attempt  to  create  the  conditions  for  na- 
tional reconciliation  in  a  post-Noriega 
Panama. 

We  endorse  Panamanian  efforts  to 
work  with  the  Panamanian  Defense 
Force  to  reestablish  political  stability, 


and  we  look  forward  to  working  with  a 
professional  Panamanian  Defense  Force 
in  meeting  our  joint  responsibilities  for 
defense  of  the  canal.  We  support  this 
unified  Panamanian  effort,  and  we 
agree  with  the  opposition  political  par- 
ties that  political  stability  can  only  re- 
turn if  Noriega  steps  down.  Likewise 
relations  between  the  United  States 
and  Panama  cannot  be  normalized  as 
long  as  Noriega  continues  to  exercise 
power  unlawfully. 


'Read  to  news  correspondents  by  De- 
partment spokesman  Charles  Redman.  ■ 


A.  We  are  going  to  try  our  very 
best  to  be  good  neighbors.  We  know 
that  there  are  lots  of  problems,  and  you 
touched  on  some  of  the  key  ones,  and 
they  are  not  going  to  go  away  easily. 
There'll  be  hard  work  on  them,  and 
there'll  be  times  when  we'll  be  a  little 
edgy  about  it  and  you  will  be  too.  But 
the  big  thing  is  to  have  a  constructive 
and  respectful  attitude  and  to  try  to 
get  the  problems  solved.  I  feel  sure 
that  that  is  the  way  in  which  President 
Bush  and  the  people  working  with  him 
are  going  to  approach  this.  From  all  I 
can  tell  from  President  Salinas'  ad- 
dress, that  seems  to  be  his  orientation 
as  well.  I'm  looking  forward  to  an  op- 
portunity to  meet  with  him  a  little 
later.  He  has  done  me  the  honor  of  giv- 
ing me  an  appointment,  and  I  look  for- 
ward to  that. 

Q.  We  know  we  have  a  surplus  in 
Mexico  in  the  trade  relationship. 
Would  the  United  States  be  willing  to 
help  us  out  in  terms  of  buying  more 
and  reducing  what  we  will  call 
"protective  measures"  on  your  behalf? 

A.  Trade  has  to  take  place  on  com- 
mercial terms,  and  if  you  can  bring 
things  to  the  United  States  that  Ameri- 
can consumers  want  to  buy,  then  that      j 
will  cause  that  flow.  What  we,  of 
course,  want  is  an  ability  to  have  a  sim-  ] 
ilar  situation  of  U.S.  goods  and  services 
coming  into  Mexico;  and  we  have  seen  a 
growth  of  trade.  It  is  balanced  in  your 
favor,  as  they  say,  but,  at  any  rate, 
these  are  things  that  come  about 
through  the  operation  of  the  commer- 
cial system.  We'll  want  our  chances  into 
your  markets,  just  as  you  want  them 
into  our  markets. 

Q.  We  are  a  bit  smaller  in  terms 
of  billing  at  the  same  level,  don't  you 
think? 

A.  Your  population  is  smaller,  and 
your  GNP  is  smaller,  but  that  doesn't 
really  affect,  particularly,  the  trade  re- 
lationship. There  are  lots  of  small  coun- 
tries around  the  world — a  lot  smaller 
than  Mexico — which  have  very  strong 
trade  relationships  with  us. 

Q.  Japan? 

A.  No,  Japan  is  bigger  than  Mex- 
ico. But  take,  for  instance,  Singapore, 
which  is  tiny  in  relationship  to  you.  We 
have  a  big  trading  relationship  with 
Singapore. 
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Q.  You  will  be  leaving  office  very 
aon.  What  should  we  remember  Sec- 
etary  of  State  Shultz  for?  How  would 
ou  like  us  to  remember  your  years  in 
ffice?  How  would  you  like  people  to 
smember  you? 

A.  As  a  friend  of  Mexico. 

Q.  Thank  you  very  much.  Is 
tiere  something  you  would  like  to 
ay? 

A.  No,  I  think  you've  gone  through 
[1  sorts  of  problems  here.  The  general 
>eling  that  I  have  and  would  impart, 
peaking  on  behalf  of  my  country  to  the 
eople  of  Mexico,  is  that  we  want  to  be 
ood  neighbors.  We  want  to  be  friends. 
fe  believe  that  we  do  a  pretty  good  job 
f  trying  to  understand  the  world  as 
ou  see  it.  We  want  you  to  do  the  same 
s  far  as  we  are  concerned.  We  know 
lere  are  problems,  and  we  are  ready 
3  roll  up  our  sleeves  and  work  with 
ou  in  trying  to  resolve  them  to  our 
mtual  satisfaction. 


!Press  release  251  of  Dec.  9,  1988. 


Current  Actions 


MULTILATERAL 

Arbitration 

Convention  on  the  recognition  and 
enforcement  of  foreign  arbitral  awards. 
Done  at  New  York  June  10,  1958.  Entered 
into  force  June  7,  1959;  for  the  U.S. 
Dec.  29,  1970.  TIAS  6997. 
Notification  of  succession  deposited: 
Antigua  and  Barbuda,  Oct.  25,  1988. 

Atomic  Energy 

Amendment  of  Article  VI.  A. 1  of  the 
Statute  of  the  International  Atomic 
Energy  Agency  of  Oct.  26,  1956,  as 
amended  (TIAS  3873,  5284,  7668).  Done  at 
Vienna  Sept.  27,  1984.1  [Senate]  Treaty 
Doc.  99-7. 

Acceptance  deposited:  Burma,  Dec.  5, 
1988. 

Biological  Weapons 

Convention  on  the  prohibition  of  the 
development,  production,  and  stockpiling 
of  bacteriological  (biological)  and  toxin 
weapons  and  on  their  destruction.  Done  at 
Washington,  London,  and  Moscow  Apr.  10, 
1972.  Entered  into  force  Mar.  26,  1975. 
TIAS  8062. 

Accession  deposited:  Bahrain,  Oct.  28, 
1988.2 

Consular  Relations 

Vienna  convention  on  consular  relations. 
Done  at  Vienna  Apr.  24,  1963.  Entered  into 
force  Mar.  19,  1967;  for  the  U.S.  Dec.  24, 
1969.  TIAS  6820. 

Notification  of  succession  deposited: 
Antigua  and  Barbuda,  Oct.  25,  1988. 

Customs 

Customs  convention  on  containers,  with 
annexes  and  protocol  of  signature.  Done  at 
Geneva  May  18,  1956.  Entered  into  force 
Aug.  4,  1959;  for  the  U.S.  Mar.  3,  1969. 
TIAS  6634. 

Notification  of  succession  deposited: 
Antigua  and  Barbuda,  Oct.  25,  1988. 

Environmental  Modification 

Convention  on  the  prohibition  of  military 
or  any  other  hostile  use  of  environmental 
modification  techniques,  with  annex.  Done 
at  Geneva  May  18,  1977.  Entered  into  force 
Oct.  5,  1978;  for  the  U.S.  Jan.  17,  1980. 
TIAS  9614. 

Notification  of  succession  deposited: 
Antigua  and  Barbuda,  Oct.  25,  1988. 


Fisheries 

Pacific  Island  regional  fisheries  treaty. 
Done  at  Port  Moresby  Apr.  2,  1987. 
Entered  into  force  June  15,  1988.  [Senate] 
Treaty  Doc.  100-5. 

Ratification  deposited:  New  Zealand, 
Nov.  9,  1988. :i 

Genocide 

Convention  of  the  prevention  and  punish- 
ment of  the  crime  of  genocide.  Adopted  at 
Paris  Dec.  9,  1948.  Entered  into  force 
Jan.  12,  1951. 

Ratification  deposited:  U.S.,  Nov.  25, 
1988.2-t 

Proclaimed  by  the  President:  Dec.  27, 
1988. 

Enters  into  force  for  the  U.S.:  Feb.  23, 
1989. 

Notification  of  succession  deposited:  Anti- 
gua and  Barbuda,  Oct.  25,  1988. 

Judicial  Procedure 

Convention  on  the  service  abroad  of  judi- 
cial and  extrajudicial  documents  in  civil  or 
commercial  matters.  Done  at  The  Hague 
Nov.  15,  1965.  Entered  into  force  Feb.  10, 
1969.  TIAS  6638. 

Accession  deposited:  Canada,  Sept.  26, 
1988. 

Load  Lines 

International  convention  on  load  lines, 
1966.  Done  at  London  Apr.  5,  1966.  En- 
tered into  force  July  21,  1968.  TIAS  6331, 
6629,  6720. 

Accession  deposited:  Mauritius,  Oct.  11, 
1988. 

Marriage 

Convention  on  consent  to  marriage,  mini- 
mum age  for  marriage,  and  registration  of 
marriages.  Done  at  New  York  Dec.  10, 
1962.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  9,  1964. s 
Notification  of  succession  deposited:  Anti- 
gua and  Barbuda,  Oct.  25,  1988. 

Narcotic  Drugs 

Convention  on  psychotropic  substances. 
Done  at  Vienna  Feb.  21,  1971.  Entered  into 
force  Aug.  16,  1976;  for  the  U.S.  July  15, 
1980.  TIAS  9725. 

Accession  deposited:  Canada,  June  18, 
1987,  effective  Dec.  9,  1988. 2 

Nuclear  Material — Physical  Protection 

Convention  on  the  physical  protection  of 
nuclear  material,  with  annexes.  Done  at 
Vienna  Oct.  26,  1979.  Entered  into  force 
Feb.  8,  1987. 
Accession  deposited:  Japan,  Oct.  28,  1988. 

Nuclear  Weapons — Nonproliferation 

Treaty  on  the  nonproliferation  of  nuclear 
weapons.  Done  at  Washington,  London, 
and  Moscow  July  1,  1968.  Entered  into 
force  Mar.  5,  1970.  TIAS  6839. 
Accession  deposited:  Bahrain,  Nov.  3, 
1988. 
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Oil  Pollution 

Protocol  of  1984  to  amend  the  international 
convention  on  civil  liability  for  oil  pollution 
damage,  1969,  and  the  protocol  of  1984  to 
amend  the  international  convention  on  the 
establishment  of  an  international  fund  for 
compensation  for  oil  pollution  damage, 
1971.  Done  at  London  May  25,  1984. •  [Sen- 
ate |  Treaty  Doc.  99-12. 
Ratification  deposited:  Germany,  Fed.  Rep. 
of,  Oct.  18,  1988. >> 

Organization  of  American  States 

Protocol  of  amendment  to  the  Charter  of 
the  Organization  of  American  States 
"Protocol  of  Cartagena  de  Indias."  Signed 
at  Cartagena  de  Indias,  Colombia,  Dec.  5, 
1985. 

Signature:  St.  Vincent  and  the  Grenadines, 
Sept.  28,  1987. 

Ratifications  deposited:  Bolivia,  El  Sal- 
vador, Nicaragua,  Nov.  16,  1988;  Mexico, 
Oct.  11,  1988;7  St.  Vincent  and  the  Grena- 
dines, Sept.  28,  1987;  Suriname,  Nov.  12, 
1987. 
Entered  into  force:  Nov.  16,  1988. 5 

Pollution 

Convention  for  the  protection  of  the  ozone 
layer,  with  annexes.  Done  at  Vienna  Mar. 
22,  1985.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  22,  1988. 
[Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  99-9. 
Ratification  deposited  Italy,  Sept.  19, 
1988. 

Accessions  deposited:  Ireland,  Malta, 
Sept.  15,  1988;  Kenya,  Nov.  9,  1988. 

Montreal  protocol  on  substances  that  de- 
plete the  ozone  layer,  with  annex.  Done  at 
Montreal  Sept.  16,  1987.1  [Senate]  Treaty 
Doc.  100-10. 

Signatures:  Austria,  Aug.  29,  1988;  Bur- 
kina Faso,  Philippines,  Sept.  14,  1988; 
Congo,  Ireland,  Malta,  Thailand,  Uganda, 
Sept.  15,  1988. 

Ratifications  deposited:  Kenya,  Nov.  9, 
1988;  Uganda,  Sept.  15,  1988. 
Acceptance  deposited:  U.S.S.R.,  Nov.  10, 
1988. 

Protocol  to  the  convention  on  long-range 
transboundary  air  pollution  of  Nov.  13, 
1979,  (TIAS  10541)  concerning  monitoring 
and  evaluation  of  long-range  transmission 
of  air  pollutants  in  Europe  (EMEP),  with 
annex.  Done  at  Geneva  Sept.  28,  1984.  En- 
tered into  force  Jan.  28,  1988. 
Accession  deposited:  Poland,  Sept.  14, 
1988. 

Postal 

Money  orders  and  postal  travelers'  checks 
agreement,  with  detailed  regulations  and 
final  protocol.  Done  at  Hamburg  July  27, 
1984.  Entered  into  force  Jan.  1,  1986;  for 
the  U.S.  June  6,  1986. 
Ratifications  deposited:  Chad,  Jan.  28, 
1987;  Syria,  Oct.  25,  1988. 


Postal  parcels  agreement,  with  final  pro- 
tocol and  detailed  regulations.  Done  at 
Hamburg  July  27,  1984.  Entered  into  force 
Jan.  1,  1986;  for  the  U.S.  June  6,  1986. 
Ratifications  deposited:  Bolivia,  Aug.  16, 
1988;  New  Zealand,  Nov.  17,  1988;  Oman, 
July  26,  1988;  Syria,  Oct.  25,  1988; 
Venezuela,  Aug.  2,  1988. 

Third  additional  protocol  to  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  Universal  Postal  Union  of  July 
10,  1964,  general  regulations,  with  annex, 
and  the  universal  postal  convention,  with 
final  protocol  and  detailed  regulations. 
Done  at  Hamburg  July  27,  1984.  Entered 
into  force  Jan.  1,  1986;  for  the  U.S.  June  6, 
1986. 

Ratifications  deposited:  Bolivia,  Aug.  16, 
1988;  Chad,  Jan.  28,  1987;  New  Zealand, 
Nov.  17,  1988;  Oman,  July  26,  1988;  Syria, 
Oct.  25,  1988;  Venezuela,  Aug.  2,  1988. 

Prisoner  Transfer 

Convention  on  the  transfer  of  sentenced 

persons.  Done  at  Strasbourg  Mar.  21,  1983. 

Entered  into  force  July  1,  1985.  TIAS 

10824. 

Signature:  Malta,  Nov.  4,  1988. 

Property — Intellectual 

Convention  establishing  the  World  Intellec- 
tual Property  Organization.  Done  at  Stock- 
holm July  14,  1967.  Entered  into  force 
Apr.  26,  1970;  for  the  U.S.  Aug.  25,  1970. 
TIAS  6932. 

Accession  deposited:  Malaysia,  Oct.  1, 
1988. 

Racial  Discrimination 

International  convention  on  the  elimination 
of  all  forms  of  racial  discrimination.  Done 
at  New  York  Dec.  21,  1965.  Entered  into 
force  Jan.  4,  1969. 5 

Notification  of  succession  deposited:  Anti- 
gua and  Barbuda,  Oct.  25,  1988. 

Rubber 

International  natural  rubber  agreement, 

i987,  with  annexes.  Done  at  Geneva 

Mar.  20,  1987.1  [Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  100-9. 

Senate  advice  and  consent  to  ratification: 

Sept.  7,  1988. 

Instrument  of  ratification  signed  by  the 

President:  Nov.  3,  1988. 

Ratification  deposited:  U.S.,  Nov.  9,  1988. 

Notification  of  provisional  application: 

France,  Oct.  7,  1988. 

Safety  at  Sea 

Protocol  of  1978  relating  to  international 

convention  for  the  safety  of  life  at  sea,  1974 

(TIAS  9700).  Done  at  London  Feb.  17, 

1978.  Entered  into  force  May  1,  1981.  TIAS 

10009. 

Accession  deposited:  Indonesia,  Aug.  23, 

1988. 


Satellite  Communications  System 
(INMARSAT) 

Amendments  to  the  convention  and  operat- 
ing agreement  on  the  International  Mar- 
itime Satellite  Organization  (INMARSAT) 
of  Sept.  3,  1976  (TIAS  9605).  Adopted  at 
London  Oct.  16,  1985.' 
Acceptances  deposited:  Egypt,  Sept.  13, 
1988;"  Germany,  Fed.  Rep.  of,  Oct.  7,  1988;' 
Singapore,  Oct.  6,  1988. 

Satellites — Program-Carrying  Signals 

Convention  relating  to  the  distribution  of 
program-carrying  signals  transmitted  by 
satellite.  Done  at  Brussels  May  21,  1974. 
Entered  into  force  Aug.  25,  1979;  for  the 
U.S.  Mar.  7,  1985.  [Senate]  Treaty  Doc. 
98-31. 

Accession  deposited:  U.S.S.R.,  Oct.  20, 
1988. 

Sugar 

International  sugar  agreement,  1987,  with 

annexes.  Done  at  London  Sept.  11,  1987. 

Entered  into  force  provisionally  Mar.  24,    i 

1988. 

Ratification  deposited:  Korea,  Rep.  of, 

Oct.  31,  1988. 

] 
Telecommunication 

International  telecommunication  conven- 
tion, with  annexes  and  protocols.  Done  at 
Nairobi  Nov.  6,  1982.  Entered  into  force 
Jan.  1,  1984;  for  the  U.S.  Jan.  10,  1986. 
[Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  99-6. 
Accession  deposited:  Western  Samoa, 
Oct.  7,  1988. 

Terrorism 

Convention  to  prevent  and  punish  the  acts 
of  terrorism  taking  the  form  of  crimes 
against  persons  and  related  extortion  that 
are  of  international  significance.  Signed  at 
Washington  Feb.  2,  1971.  Entered  into 
force  Oct.  16,  1973;  for  the  U.S.  Oct.  20, 
1976.  TIAS  8413. 

Ratifications  deposited:  Panama,  Nov.  17, 
1988;  Peru,  July  8,  1988. 

Timber 

International  tropical  timber  agreement, 
1983,  with  annexes.  Done  at  Geneva 
Nov.  18,  1983.  Entered  into  force  provision- 
ally Apr.  1,  1985;  for  the  U.S.  Apr.  26, 
1985. 

Ratification  deposited:  Gabon,  Oct.  31, 
1988. 

Tonnage 

International  convention  on  tonnage  meas- 
urement of  ships,  1969,  with  annexes.  Done 
at  London  June  23,  1969.  Entered  into 
force  July  18,  1982;  for  the  U.S.  Feb.  10, 
1983.  TIAS  10490. 

Accession  deposited:  Mauritius,  Oct.  11, 
1988. 
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Jnited  Nations — Privileges  and 
mmunities 

Convention  on  the  privileges  and  immu- 
lities  of  the  United  Nations.  Done  at  New 
fork  Feb.  13,  1946.  Entered  into  force 
>ept.  17,  1946;  for  the  U.S.  Apr.  29,  1970. 
CIAS  6900. 

Notification  of  succession  deposited:  Anti- 
;ua  and  Barbuda,  Oct.  25,  1988. 

Vhaling 

nternational  whaling  convention  and 
chedule  of  whaling  regulations.  Done  at 
Vashington  Dec.  2,  1946.  TIAS  1849. 
Notification  of  withdrawal:  Egypt,  Nov.  29, 
988,  effective  June  30,  1989. 

Vheat 

Vheat  trade  convention,  1986.  Done  at 
.,ondon  Mar.  14,  1986.  Entered  into  force 
uly  1,  1986;  for  the  U.S.  Jan.  27,  1988. 
Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  100-1. 
Accession  deposited:  Israel,  Nov.  21,  1988. 

Vomen 

Convention  on  the  elimination  of  all  forms 
if  discrimination  against  women.  Done  at 
New  York  Dec.  18,  1979.  Entered  into  force 
sept.  3,  1981.5 

Ratification  deposited:  Sierra  Leone, 
Nov.  11,  1988. 

Convention  on  the  political  rights  of 
vomen.  Done  at  New  York  Mar.  31,  1953. 
Entered  into  force  July  7,  1954;  for  the 
J.S.  July  7,  1976.  TIAS  8289. 
Notification  of  succession  deposited:  Anti- 
ma  and  Barbuda,  Oct.  25,  1988. 


BILATERAL 

Bolivia 

international  express  mail  agreement,  with 
letailed  regulations.  Signed  at  La  Paz  and 
Washington  Aug.  10  and  Nov.  21,  1988. 
Entered  into  force  Dec.  15,  1988. 

[China 

Memorandum  of  agreement  on  liability  for 
satellite  launches.  Signed  at  Washington 
Dec.  17,  1988.  Enters  into  force  upon  U.S. 
lotification  of  approval  of  a  license  for 
;he  export  of  the  AsiaSat  or  AUSSAT 
satellite(s)  to  China  for  launch  therein. 

Memorandum  of  agreement  on  satellite 
technology  safeguards.  Signed  at 
Washington  Dec.  17,  1988.  Enters  into 
force  upon  U.S.  notification  of  approval  of 
a  license  for  the  export  of  the  AsiaSat  or 
AUSSAT  satellite(s)  to  China  for  launch 
therein. 

Costa  Rica 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Mar.  3,  1988,  for  sales  of  agricultural 
commodities.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  San  Jose  Oct.  17,  1988.  Entered 
into  force  Oct.  17,  1988. 


Egypt 

Agreement  relating  to  the  agreement  of 
June  7,  1974,  as  amended,  (TIAS  7855)  for 
sales  of  agricultural  commodities.  Signed 
at  Cairo  Oct.  13,  1988.  Entered  into  force 
Oct.  13,  1988. 

Memorandum  of  understanding  relating  to 
the  coproduction  of  the  M1A1  tank  in 
Egypt,  with  annexes.  Signed  at  Cairo 
Nov.  1,  1988.  Entered  into  force  Nov.  1, 
1988. 

El  Salvador 

Agreement  relating  to  the  agreement  of 
Mar.  10,  1988,  for  sales  of  agricultural 
commodities.  Signed  at  San  Salvador  Nov. 
3,  1988.  Entered  into  force  Nov.  18,  1988. 

Honduras 

Protocol  II  to  the  military  assistance 
agreement  of  May  20,  1954  (TIAS  2975), 
concerning  the  conduct  of  combined 
military  exercises  and  maneuvers,  with 
annex.  Signed  at  Tegucigalpa  Nov.  14, 
1988.  Enters  into  force  through  an 
exchange  of  notes  confirming  that  both 
governments  have  completed  their 
respective  procedures. 

Hungary 

Agreement  amending  the  arrangement 
of  Feb.  2  and  3,  1984,  relating  to  a  visa 
system  for  exports  to  the  United  States  of 
wool  textiles  and  textile  products.  Effected 
by  exchange  of  letters  at  Budapest  Oct.  27 
and  31,  1988.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  31, 
1988. 

Indonesia 

Agreement  relating  to  the  agreement  of 
June  3,  1988.  for  sales  of  agricultural  com- 
modities. Signed  at  Jakarta  Oct.  22,  1988. 
Entered  into  force  Oct.  12,  1988. 

International  Natural  Rubber 
Organization 

Tax  reimbursement  agreement.  Signed  at 
Kuala  Lumpur  Oct.  5,  1988.  Entered  into 
force  Oct.  5,  1988. 

Israel 

Agreement  extending  the  memorandum  of 
understanding  of  Jan.  12  and  16,  1984,  for 
cooperation  in  the  fields  of  social  services 
and  human  development.  Effected  by  ex- 
change of  letters  at  Jerusalem  and  Wash- 
ington Sept.  23  and  Oct.  28,  1988.  Entered 
into  force  Oct.  28,  1988;  effective  Jan.  15. 
1989. 

Italy 

Protocol  amending  the  air  transport  agree- 
ment of  June  22,  1970  (TIAS  6957).  Signe'. 
at  Washington  Oct.  25,  1988.  Enters  into 
force  on  the  15th  day  following  the  date  of 
a  subsequent  txchange  of  notes  covering 
the  Italian  instrument  of  ratification. 


Japan 

Agreement  on  cooperation  in  the  develop- 
ment of  the  support  fighter  (FS-X)  weapon 
system.  Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at 
Tokyo  Nov.  29,  1988.  Entered  into  force 
Nov.  29,  1988. 

Memorandum  of  understanding  covering 
cooperation  in  the  field  of  earth  sciences. 
Signed  at  Tsukuba  and  Reston  Oct.  13  and 
28,  1988.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  28,  1988. 

Kenya 

Agreement  for  sales  of  agricultural  com- 
modities. Signed  at  Nairobi  Oct.  17,  1988. 
Entered  into  force  Oct.  17,  1988. 

Mexico 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
June  18,  1982  (TIAS  10535),  as  amended, 
relating  to  assignments  and  usage  of  televi- 
sion broadcasting  channels  in  the  fre- 
quency range  470-806  MHz  (channels 
14-69)  along  the  U.S. -Mexico  border. 
Signed  at  Mexico  City  Nov.  21,  1988.  En- 
tered into  force  provisionally  Nov.  21,  1988; 
enters  into  force  definitively  upon  notifica- 
tion of  completion  by  Mexico  of  the  re- 
quirements of  its  national  legislation. 

Agreement  modifying  the  agreement  of 
Apr.  18,  1962,  as  amended,  (TIAS  5043, 
8185,  9641,  9746,  10447)  relating  to  the  as- 
signment and  use  of  television  channels 
along  the  U.S. -Mexico  border.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  notes  at  Mexico  City  Sept.  14 
and  26,  1988.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  26, 
1988. 

Micronesia 

Maritime  search  and  rescue  agreement. 
Signed  at  Honolulu  June  10,  1988.  Entered 
into  force  June  10,  1988. 

Morocco 

Agreement  relating  to  the  agreement  of 
June  25,  1987,  for  sales  of  agricultural  com- 
modities. Signed  at  Rabat  Oct.  20,  1988. 
Entered  into  force  Oct.  20,  1988. 

Peru 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Jan.  3,  1985,  as  amended,  relating  to  trade 
in  cotton,  wool,  and  manmade  fiber  textiles 
and  textile  products.  Effected  by  exchange 
of  letters  at  Washington  Nov.  27,  1987, 
Jan.  6,  Feb.  3,  Mar.  18,  June  2  and  10, 
1988.  Entered  into  force  June  10,  1988. 

Poland 

Memorandum  of  understanding  on  coopera- 
tion in  geoscience  research,  with  annex. 
Signed  at  Washington  and  Warsaw  July  1, 
Aug.  25,  Sept.  25,  and  Oct.  24,  1988.  En- 
tered into  force  Oct.  24,  1988. 
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Spain 

Agreement  on  defense  cooperation,  with 
annexes  and  related  letters.  Signed  at 
Madrid  Dec.  1,  1988.  Enters  into  force 
upon  written  communication  between  the 
parties  that  they  have  satisfied  their  re- 
spective constitutional  requirements. 

Switzerland 

Memorandum  of  understanding  concerning 
defense  acquisition,  with  annex.  Signed  at 
Washington  and  Bern  Oct.  25  and  Nov.  1, 
1988.  Entered  into  force  Nov.  1,  1988. 

Thailand 

Treaty  on  cooperation  in  the  execution  of 
penal  sentences.  Signed  at  Bangkok 
Oct.  29,  1982. 

Ratifications  exchanged:  Dec.  7,  1988. 
Entered  into  force:  Dec.  7,  1988. 

Turkey 

Agreement  concerning  trade  in  cotton  and 
manmade  fiber  textiles  and  textile  prod- 
ucts, with  annexes.  Effected  by  exchange 
of  notes  at  Ankara  Oct.  19  and  Nov.  16, 
1988.  Entered  into  force  Nov.  16,  1988;  ef- 
fective July  1,  1988. 

Uganda 

International  express  mail  agreement,  with 
detailed  regulations.  Signed  at  Kampala 
and  Washington  Oct.  4  and  Nov.  3,  1988. 
Entered  into  force  Dec.  15,  1988. 

U.S.S.R. 

Agreement  on  mutual  fisheries  relations, 

with  annexes.  Signed  at  Moscow  May  31, 

1988. 

Entered  into  force:  Oct.  28,  1988. 

Supersedes  agreement  of  Nov.  26,  1976,  as 

amended  and  extended,  (TIAS  8528,  10531) 

and  agreement  of  Feb.  21,  1988. 

Treaty  on  the  elimination  of  their  interme- 
diate-range and  shorter-range  missiles, 
with  memorandum  of  understanding  and 
protocols.  Signed  at  Washington  Dec.  8, 

1987.  Entered  into  force  June  1,  1988. 
Proclaimed  by  the  President:  Dec.  27, 
1988. 

United  Kingdom 

Agreement  (on  behalf  of  the  Government  of 
Bermuda)  for  the  exchange  of  information 
with  respect  to  taxes.  Signed  at  Wash- 
ington Dec.  2,  1988.  Entered  into  force 
Dec.  2,  1988. 

Master  information  exchange  arrangement, 
with  annex.  Signed  at  London  Sept.  6, 

1988.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  6,  1988. 

Uruguay 

Agreement  amending  the  administrative 
arrangement  of  Aug.  24  and  Sept.  13,  1984, 
as  amended,  for  a  visa  system  relating  to 
trade  in  certain  textile  products.  Effected 
by  exchange  of  notes  at  Montevideo  Apr.  8, 
July  14,  and  Oct.  4,  1988.  Entered  into 
force  Oct.  4,  1988. 


Yugoslavia 

Memorandum  of  understandings  relating  to 
the  air  transport  agreement  of  Dec.  15, 
1977,  as  amended,  (TIAS  9364)  and  the 
nonscheduled  air  services  agreement  of 
Sept.  27,  1973,  as  amended,  (TIAS  7819, 
9460).  Signed  at  Washington  Oct.  21,  1988. 
Enters  into  force  on  the  date  of  an  ex- 
change of  notes  indicating  approval  of  the 
respective  parties  in  accordance  with  their 
constitutional  requirements. 


'Not  in  force. 
2With  reservation(s). 
Applicable  to  Tokelau. 
4With  understanding(s). 
5Not  in  force  for  the  U.S. 
6  Applies  to  Berlin  (West). 
"With  statement(s). 
8Accepted  the  convention  only. 
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Press  releases  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Office  of  Press  Relations,  Department  of 
State,  Washington,  D.C.  20520. 

No.  Date  Subject 

*247      12/1        Shultz:  remarks  at  National 
Foreign  Affairs  Training 
Center  ceremony,  Arling- 
ton Hall  Station,  Nov.  29. 

248  12/1        American  Foreign  Policy: 

Foreign  Affairs  Press 
Briefings,  1984  released. 

249  12/5        Shultz:  interview  on 

ABC-TV's  "This  Week 
With  David  Brinkley," 
Dec.  4. 

*250      12/5        Shultz:  remarks  following 
exchange  of  instruments 
of  ratification  of  the 
U.S. -Bermuda  Tax 
Treaty,  Dec.  2. 
251      12/9        Shultz:  interview  on  Tele- 
visa  Mexico,  Mexico  City, 
Dec.  1. 

*252      12/7        Shultz:  statement  and  ques- 
tion-and-answer  session 
following  meeting  with 
Mexican  President  Carlos 
Salinas  de  Gortari, 
Mexico  City,  Dec.  1. 

*253      12/7        Shultz:  news  conference, 
Governor's  Island, 
New  York. 

*254      12/9        Whitehead:  address  at  the 
ceremony  commemorat- 
ing the  40th  anniversary 
of  the  signing  of  the  Uni- 
versal Declaration  of 
Human  Rights,  Dec.  8. 
255      12/12      Shultz:  news  conference  fol- 
lowing NATO  ministerial 
meeting,  Brussels, 
Dec.  8. 


256  12/12      Shultz,  Delors:  news  con 

ference  following  EC 
ministerial  meeting, 
Brussels,  Dec.  9. 

257  12/14      Shultz:  news  briefing  on 

U.S.  dialogue  with  the 
PLO. 

258  12/20      Shultz:  toast  on  the  10th 

anniversary  of  U.S.- 
P.R.C.  diplomatic  rela- 
tions, Dec.  15. 
*259      12/20      Shultz:  remarks  at  tree- 
lighting  ceremony, 
Dec.  16. 

260  12/28      Shultz:  statements  at  the 

signing  ceremony  for 
the  tripartite  agreement 
among  Angola,  Cuba,  am 
South  Africa  and  the  bi- 
lateral agreement  be- 
tween Angola  and  Cuba, 
United  Nations,  Dec.  22; 

261  12/29      American  Foreign  Policy: 

Current  Documents,  198} 
released. 

*Not  printed  in  the  Bulletin. 
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Free  single  copies  of  the  following  Depart-' 
ment  of  State  publications  are  available 
from  the  Public  Information  Division,  Bu-; 
reau  of  Public  Affairs,  Department  of 
State,  Washington,  D.C.  20520. 

Africa 

Tripartite  Agreement  on  Southwestern  Af- 
rica: Blueprint  for  Peace  and  Namibian 
Independence  (Regional  Brief,  Dec. 
1988). 

Arms  Control 

Conference  on  Chemical  Weapons  Use 
(Public  Information  Series,  Dec.  1988). 

Economics 

U.S.  Stance  Toward  the  Soviet  Union  on 
Trade  and  Technology,  Senior  Represen- 
tative for  Strategic  Technology  Policy 
Wendt,  The  Houston  Club,  Houston, 
Oct.  27,  1988  (Current  Policy  #1128). 

EC  Project  1992:  The  Dynamics  of  Change, 
U.S.  Representative  to  the  OECD  Lamb 
Washington  International  Business 
Council,  Sept.  9,  1988  (Current  Policy 
#1132). 

American  Leadership  in  International 
Trade,  Under  Secretary  Wallis,  annual 
meeting  of  the  President's  Export  Coun- 
cil, Nov.  28,  1988  (Current  Policy  #1133). 

OECD  Arrangement  on  Export  Credits 
(GIST,  Dec.  1988). 

U.S.  Trade  Objectives  in  the  Uruguay 
Round  (Public  Information  Series,  Dec. 
1988). 
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Europe 

An  Agenda  for  U.S. -Soviet  Cooperation, 
Policy  Planning  Staff  Director  Solomon, 
Soviet  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs, 
Moscow,  Nov.  2,  1988  (Current  Policy 
#1129). 

Human  Rights 

40th  Anniversary:  Universal  Declaration  of 
Human  Rights  (Public  Information  Se- 
ries, Dec.  1988). 

Middle  East 

The  Search  for  Middle  East  Peace,  As- 
sistant Secretary  Murphy,  Center  for 
Strategic  and  International  Studies  sym- 
posium, Dec.  8,  1988  (Current  Policy 
#1138). 

Oceans 

U.S.  Freedom  of  Navigation  Program 
(GIST,  Dec.  1988). 

Science  &  Technology 

INTELSAT  (GIST,  Dec.  1988). 
U.S.  International  Communications  and  In- 
formation Policy  (GIST,  Dec.  1988). 

South  Asia 

Afghanistan:  Soviet  Occupation  and  With- 
drawal (Special  Report  #179,  Dec.  1988). 

Terrorism 

Countering  Terrorism  in  the  1980s  and 
1990s,  Ambassador  Bremer,  George 
Washington  University  conference  on 
terrorism,  Nov.  22,  1988  (Current  Policy 
#1135). 

United  Nations 

An  Overview  of  U.S.  Arms  Control  Objec- 
tives, ACDA  Director  Burns,  UNGA 
Committee  I,  Oct.  18,  1988  (Current  Pol- 
icy #1130). 

Efforts  Toward  a  Cambodian  Settlement, 
Ambassador  Walters,  UNGA,  Nov.  3, 
1988,  with  text  of  House  Joint  Resolution 
602  of  Oct.  18,  1988  (Current  Policy 
#1131). 

The  United  Nations:  Progress  in  the  1980s, 
Assistant  Secretary  Williamson,  Ameri- 
can Academy  of  Diplomacy  and  the 
Woodrow  Wilson  International  Center  for 
Scholars,  Oct.  19,  1988  (Current  Policy 
#1134). 

Western  Hemisphere 

Panama  and  the  Canal  Treaties:  An  Update 

(GIST,  Dec.  1988). 
The  Situation  in  Central  America  (Public 

Information  Series,  Nov.  1988).  ■ 


American  Foreign  Policy: 

Foreign  Affairs  Press  Briefings,  1984, 

Supplement  Released 


The  Department  of  State  has  just  pub- 
lished [December  1,  1988]  on  microfiche 
the  full  transcripts  of  the  daily  press 
briefings  conducted  by  the  Depart- 
ment's press  spokesmen,  as  well  as  of 
the  special  briefings  by  senior  Depart- 
ment and  White  House  officials,  on  cur- 
rent major  foreign  affairs  crises  and 
issues  during  1984.  These  transcripts 
highlight  the  discourse  that  takes  place 
daily  between  authorized  government 
spokesmen  and  representatives  of  the 
print,  radio,  and  television  media. 

The  briefings  cover  the  full  range 
of  foreign  policy  issues  and  crises  that 
occurred  in  1984.  Of  major  importance 
are  the  U.S. -Soviet  relationship,  includ- 
ing the  Soviet  military  presence  in 
Afghanistan,  Soviet  reaction  to  the 
Strategic  Defense  Initiative  (SDI),  and 
U.S.  contacts  with  Soviet  leaders  An- 
dropov and  Chernenko.  President  Rea- 
gan's and  Secretary  of  State  Shultz's 
meetings  with  Soviet  Foreign  Minister 
Gromyko  in  the  fall  of  1984  prepared 
the  way  for  a  bilateral  announcement  at 
the  end  of  the  year  to  resume  negotia- 
tions on  a  wide  range  of  questions  con- 
cerning nuclear  and  outer  space  arms. 

The  briefings  also  provide  principal 
policy  statements  on  President  Rea- 
gan's trip  to  China  and  to  Europe  for 
the  London  economic  summit  confer- 
ence and  the  40th  anniversary  of  the 
Normandy  invasion,  Secretary  Shultz's 
trips  to  Central  and  South  America  and 
Europe,  regional  conflicts  in  the  Middle 
East,  U.S.  policies  toward  El  Salvador 
and  Nicaragua,  the  Contadora  peace 
process,  developments  in  U.S. -Cuban 
relations,  the  question  of  steel  imports 
and  other  foreign  trade  matters,  emer- 
gency food  aid  to  Ethiopia  and  other 
drought-stricken  African  nations,  the 
conflict  over  apartheid  in  South  Africa, 
U.S.  withdrawal  from  UNESCO  [UN 
Educational,  Scientific  and  Cultural  Or- 
ganization], NATO  ministerial  meet- 
ings, and  visits  of  foreign  leaders  and 
heads  of  state  to  the  United  States. 

The  documents  presented  are  in 
two  parts:  I.  Department  of  State  Daily 
Press  Breifings;  and  II.  Department  of 
State  and  White  House  Special  Press 
Briefings.  A  printed  guide,  which  con- 


tains a  comprehensive  index  for  both 
parts,  is  also  included. 

This  publication  provides  the  public 
with  direct  access  to  a  unique  body  of 
documents  that  present  the  Reagan  Ad- 
ministration's positions  on  a  wide  range 
of  foreign  policy  issues.  The  transcripts 
will  help  researchers  gain  a  more  pre- 
cise understanding  of  the  give-and-take 
between  the  briefer  and  the  press  and 
of  the  exact  nature  and  severity  of  the 
issues  and  to  obtain  verbatim  quota- 
tions made  by  the  spokesmen. 

American  Foreign  Policy:  Foreign 
Affairs  Press  Briefings,  1984,  Supple- 
ment is  intended  to  be  used  as  a  sup- 
plement to  the  printed  volume 
American  Foreign  Policy:  Current  Doc- 
uments, 198^,  which  is  one  of  many  vol- 
umes in  the  American  Foreign  Policy 
series  begun  in  1950.  Some  of  the  full 
texts  reproduced  in  the  microfiche  sup- 
plement were  published  in  extracted 
form  in  the  printed  volume.  In  addition 
to  the  1984  book,  volumes  for  1981, 
1982,  1983,  1985,  and  1986  have  also 
been  printed  recently.  Microfiche  sup- 
plements for  1981,  1982,  and  1983  were 
published  in  the  last  few  years.  The 
subtitle  to  this  1984  edition  has  been 
changed  from  Current  Documents, 
which  was  used  for  previous  supple- 
ments to  the  the  series.  The  new  subti- 
tle more  accurately  describes  the 
contents  of  the  publication.  Supple- 
ments for  1985  and  subsequent  years 
are  in  preparation. 

This  microfiche  publication  was 
prepared  in  the  Office  of  the  Historian, 
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THE  SECRETARY 


3ublic  Service  in  America 


Secretary  Shultz's  address  before 
he  Citizens  Network  for  Foreign  Af- 
airs  on  January  9,  1989.1 

[  really  appreciate  deeply  this  evening 
ill  of  you  here,  such  a  distinguished 
jjroup  of  people — people  I've  known  and 
vorked  with,  going  way  back  to  my 
Irst  time  in  Washington.  And  it's  a 
Measure  to  be  sponsored  by  the  Cit- 
zens  Network.  I've  always  felt  what  it 
•eally  stands  for  is  the  idea  of  public 
service  and  the  idea  of  American  en- 
gagement in  the  world.  Certainly  Mel 
Laird,  Joe  Fowler,  and  Leonard  Marks 
stand  for  that.  So  I  appreciate  very 
nuch  the  fact  that  you're  here  and 
inder  this  sponsorship. 

A  new  American  Administration  is 
ibout  to  take  office.  We  will  have  a  new 
President  and  a  new  Secretary  of  State. 
rhere  will  be  new  ideas  and  a  new 
vision  of  the  future. 

This  is  as  it  should  be.  For  over 
two  centuries,  we  have  renewed  our 
government  at  2-  and  4-year  intervals, 
[t's  the  best  way  we  know  to  give 
Washington  a  fresh  infusion  of  public 
will. 

We  are  now  in  the  midst  of  transi- 
tion— not  only  to  a  new  Administration 
but  to  a  new  era  in  world  affairs.  Some 
have  said  that  the  cold  war  is  over. 
That  may  be  true.  Or  it  might  be  more 
accurate  to  say,  as  President-elect  Bush 
did,  that  the  postwar  era  is  over.  Con- 
sider these  significant  changes. 

•  The  fear  of  nuclear  war  has  been 
greatly  diminished. 

•  We  have  embarked  on  a  new  rela- 
tionship with  the  Soviet  Union  that 
promises  a  lessening  of  superpower  ten- 
sions and  a  more  cooperative  approach 
to  world  problems. 

•  A  new  global  economy  based  on 
information  and  openness  is  steadily 
replacing  the  old  divisions  based  on 
national  borders  and  ancient  rivalries. 

•  We  have  made  important  prog- 
ress in  resolving  long  and  bitter 
regional  conflicts. 

•  And  most  heartening  of  all,  hu- 
man rights,  the  rule  of  law,  and  the 
practice  of  democracy  have  begun  to 
take  root  in  new  locations  of  the  world. 


We  face  new  difficulties,  too.  Prog- 
ress in  nuclear  arms  control  is  mocked 
by  the  spread  of  chemical  weapons. 
Vast  international  imbalances  mark  a 
transition  to  the  global  economy.  The 
democracies  are  still  menaced — by  ter- 
rorism, by  the  international  drug  trade, 
by  dangerous  conventional  military 
asymmetries  in  Europe  and  elsewhere. 
There  is  no  shortage  of  political,  ethnic, 
and  religious  strife  in  our  world. 

Yet  on  the  whole,  the  facts  suggest 
optimism,  especially  optimism  about 
America's  future.  I  reflect  on  my  years 
in  Washington  not  only  as  Secretary  of 
State,  but  also  at  Treasury,  at  what  we 
now  call  the  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget,  at  the  Department  of  Labor, 
and  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers. 
I  find  that  while  some  things  are  worse, 
much  is  better.  There  can  be  no  doubt 
that  the  United  States,  its  allies  and 
friends,  are  stronger,  more  prosperous, 
and  more  secure  today  than  they  were 
a  decade  ago.  But  of  all  the  changes, 
the  most  important  is  the  ascendancy  of 
an  idea — the  idea  of  democracy. 

We  saw  it  vividly,  a  snapshot  of  our 
times,  last  month.  There  in  New  York 
stood  President  Reagan  and  President- 
elect Bush.  General  Secretary  Gor- 
bachev stood  beside  them.  And  above 
them  presided  the  Statue  of  Liberty, 
the  symbol  of  our  democracy. 

Precepts  of  Public  Service 

As  a  university  man,  I  believe  in  ideas. 
As  an  American,  I  believe  in  the  idea  of 
democracy.  And  this  idea,  which  was  so 
embattled,  so  much  on  the  defensive 
when  I  came  to  Washington  over  three 
decades  ago,  is  now  lighting  the  way 
for  the  hopes  and  aspirations  of  count- 
less millions  around  the  world. 

We  Americans  did  not  invent  de- 
mocracy. We  do  not  have  a  patent  on  its 
processes.  But  we  do  have  a  tradition 
and  a  responsibility  to  make  good  on 
the  promises  of  democracy,  for  our- 
selves and  for  the  world.  And  that 
responsibility  can  only  be  exercised 
through  "public  service." 

To  me,  public  service  means  far 
more  than  the  classic  neutral  bureau- 
cracy of  the  sociologists  and  the  po- 
litical scientists.  It's  an  unwritten 
doctrine,  seen  and  understood  in  the 
practice.  It  rests  on  three  precepts: 


•  First,  on  trust — the  democratic 
trust  in  the  ability  of  the  people  to  se- 
lect their  government,  trust  within  the 
government  that  the  people's  will  is  to 
be  served  and  that  we  will  deal  with 
each  other  honestly.  Trust  is  the  coin 
of  the  realm. 

•  Second,  it  depends  on  diversity — 
a  free  society  drawing  on  the  talents  of 
many  people  from  all  backgrounds.  We 
are  a  free  society  which  now  as  ever 
attracts  immigrants  from  far  around 
the  globe  and  is  an  elite  of  the  common 
people.  Public  service  must  reflect  the 
diversity  of  America. 

•  Third,  public  service  is  volun- 
tary— nowhere  is  it  decreed  or  written 
that  Americans  must  serve  the  public 
interest.  We  don't  even  have  a  draft 
anymore.  But  a  society  composed  only 
of  self-seekers,  no  matter  how  finely 
written  its  constitution,  cannot  func- 
tion. This  country  of  rugged  individuals 
is  also  built  on  volunteers,  on  our  un- 
derstanding that  our  own  self-interest 
is  best  served  if  we  also  serve  each 
other  and  our  country. 

Today  the  concept  of  public  service 
goes  a  step  further.  We  have  entered  a 
new  international  era,  and  public  serv- 
ice needs  an  international  dimension. 
Just  as  an  individual  may  be  dedicated 
to  the  national  interest,  so  a  country 
may  be  dedicated  to  an  international 
interest.  The  new  global  era  owes  much 
to  our  political,  scientific,  technical, 
and  commercial  creativity.  Clearly 
America's  national  interest  is  served 
best  by  being  "engaged,"  by  continuing 
to  shape  the  new  developments  we  have 
done  so  much  to  create.  So  public  serv- 
ice in  our  times  also  means  interna- 
tional engagement. 

And,  just  as  public  service  within 
our  country  rests  on  pillars  of  trust, 
diversity,  and  voluntarism,  so  does  the 
international  dimension  of  public  serv- 
ice. We  trust  that  we  have  something  to 
give  the  world — it's  a  matter  of  confi- 
dence in  ourselves  and  our  values.  We 
know  it's  a  diverse  world,  and  we  must 
work  with  many  peoples.  And  at  our 
best,  we  work  for  a  better  world,  not 
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because  we're  forced  to  do  it  but  be- 
cause we  want  to  do  it — and  because  a 
better  world  is  better  for  America. 

When  all  is  said  and  done,  I  believe 
that  democracy  needs  these  precepts  of 
public  service  to  succeed.  And  in  our 
times,  the  world  needs  an  American 
precept  of  international  public  service 
to  advance.  We  must  provide  leadership 
and  stimulate  others  to  lead  as  well.  If 
we  don't  show  the  will  to  lead,  no  one 
else  can. 

But  as  I  take  leave  of  office,  this 
is  what  bothers  me.  There  is  today  a 
steady  erosion  of  the  precepts  of  public 
service  in  America,  which,  if  it  con- 
tinues, can  do  enormous  harm  to  our 
institutions.  Progress  will  become  re- 
gress. Much  that  we  have  achieved  will 
be  jeopardized.  The  idea  of  democracy 
itself  could  once  again  be  put  on  the 
defensive.  Let  me  be  specific. 

Erosion  of  the  Precepts: 
America  in  Decline 

First,  there  is  an  idea  afoot  that  Amer- 
ica is  in  decline  and  we're  in  decline 
because  we  are  engaged  abroad.  "Over 
extended,"  the  prophets  of  decline  call 
it.  These  are  false  prophets.  I've  pointed 
out,  as  have  others,  that  the  foreign 
affairs  and  defense  budgets,  as  percent- 
ages of  GNP  [gross  national  product], 
are  far  lower  than  they  were  20  or  30 
years  ago.  Our  economy  is  far  larger. 
Our  economic  problems  are  not  those  of 
a  society  unable  to  produce  wealth  or 
jobs.  And  the  economic  vitality  of  our 
allies  was  and  is  a  precious  asset  for  us 
as  well  as  for  them. 

Great  nations  of  history  have  suf- 
fered decline,  but  they  were  imperial  or 
absolutist  or  dominated  by  tradition- 
bound  classes.  Our  nation  is  none  of 
these.  Our  democracy  holds  the  poten- 
tial for  resilience  and  rejuvenation 
in  the  face  of  any  challenge.  So  ours 
is  a  winning  hand. 

Yet  the  declinists  continue  to  be 
given  a  respectful  hearing.  They  touch 
the  old  American  inclination  to  with- 
draw from  the  world  in  order  to  regain 
economic  or  moral  security.  They  play 
to  the  darker  side,  to  the  idea  that 
America  no  longer  has  anything  to  give 
the  world. 

They  are  wrong.  We  have  some- 
thing to  give  the  world.  Moreover,  it's 
not  simply  a  choice  of  deciding  to  be 
engaged  and  taking  risks  or  disengag- 
ing and  not  taking  risks.  We  are  either 
going  to  be  a  source  of  progress,  sta- 


bility, and  harmony  or  stand  aside  to 
watch  conflict,  instability,  and  the  de- 
cline of  the  international  order.  That's 
the  real  stake  overlooked  by  the  proph- 
ets of  decline.  In  our  world,  we  shall 
not  find  our  souls  or  the  solution  to  our 
economic  problems  in  retreat;  we  may 
very  well  find  chaos  instead. 

So  let's  reject  the  school  of  decline 
which,  if  believed,  cuts  off  the  very  ra- 
tionale for  public  service. 

The  Diminishing  Trust 
Within  Government 

The  second  erosion  of  public  service 
stems  from  a  diminution  of  trust  within 
our  government.  The  founders  of  our 
country,  through  the  system  of  checks 
and  balances,  made  it  clear  that  they 
did  not  expect — or  even  want — govern- 
ment to  be  all  sweetness  and  light.  Par- 
ticularly in  the  area  of  foreign  policy, 
the  constitutional  arrangements  have 
been  described  as  an  invitation  to  strug- 
gle. But  struggle  and  argument  are  not 
necessarily  indicative  of  a  lack  of  trust. 
I'm  not  talking  about  the  process  of 
defining  public  policy  through  debate 
and  a  sifting  of  the  issues.  This  is  our 
lifeblood,  and  I  would  have  it  no  other 
way.  I'm  talking  about  preventing  a 
dangerous  loss  of  trust  that  could  make 
even  the  decision  process  itself  irrele- 
vant. Here  are  a  few  thoughts  on  what 
it  takes  to  build  trust. 

•  Within  an  office  or  department  or 
any  organization,  putting  trust  in  peo- 
ple will  produce  trustworthy  people. 
That's  the  foremost  of  the  many  reasons 
against  the  widespread  and  routine  use 
of  lie  detector  tests.  Management 
through  fear  and  intimidation  is  not 
the  way  to  promote  honesty  and  pro- 
tect security. 

•  Within  the  executive  branch — at 
a  time  when  domestic  and  international 
issues  are  deeply  interrelated  and  the 
perspectives  of  all  departments  are 
needed — we  need  trust  that  decisions 
arrived  at  through  proper  procedures 
are  actually  decisions  that  will  actually 
be  carried  out.  No  one  ever  gives  up 
around  here — including  me.  It's  okay 
not  to  give  up  while  the  struggle  fairly 
goes  on.  But  leaks  and  lies  too  often 
subvert  honest  discourse.  That's  one 
reason  why  people  keep  fighting.  Our 
decisions  should  be  fairly  made — and 
once  they  are,  they  should  be  carried 
out,  like  it  or  not.  You  live  up  to  your 
oath  of  office  not  just  by  carrying  out 


decisions  you  agree  with  but  by  car- 
rying out  decisions  you  don't  agree 
with — or  else  resigning. 

•  Finally,  we  want  restored  trust 
between  the  branches  of  government, 
the  absence  of  which  can  sometimes  put 
a  consensus  on  foreign  policy  beyond 
reach.  Some  have  argued  that  the  prob- 
lem is  in  the  steady  encroachment  by 
Congress  on  the  rightful  prerogatives 
of  the  executive. 

That  is  a  problem,  but  not  the  real 
problem.  The  respective  roles  of  the 
branches  change  in  response  to  chang- 
ing conditions.  The  pendulum  swings 
back  and  forth.  What  we  have  to  fear 
today  is  not  the  imperial  Congress  but 
the  chaotic  Congress.  Dialogue  between 
the  branches  cannot  yield  productive 
results  when,  no  matter  what  the  ap- 
parent agreement,  any  faction,  any 
staffer,  any  subcommittee,  any  Member 
of  Congress  can  delay  and  impede  even 
the  will  of  the  majority.  What  we  have 
is  not  so  much  a  crisis  of  confidence  as 
a  crisis  of  competence — as  elements  of 
the  legislature  seek  to  conduct  the 
business  of  the  executive. 

Adam  Smith  had  it  all  figured  out 
long  ago.  Specialization  increases  as  the 
size  of  the  market  increases.  America 
plays  in  a  big  market  today,  and  spe- 
cialization is  good  because  it  gives  us 
the  ability  to  perform  a  variety  of  big, 
complex  tasks. 

This  is  worth  thinking  about — 
both  for  problems  within  the  executive 
branch  and  between  the  executive  and 
legislative  branches. 

Why  do  we  have  different  depart- 
ments in  the  government?  Clearly  it  is 
because  they  have  different  roles.  No 
department,  agency,  or  council  should 
fall  into  the  error  of  thinking  that  it  can 
do  anything  or  everything.  The  Defense 
Department's  role  is  military  defense. 
The  CIA's  [Central  Intelligence  Agency] 
role  is  intelligence.  The  NSC  [National 
Security  Council]  staff  role  is  coordina- 
tion. The  State  Department's  role  is  to 
help  develop  and  then  carry  out  the 
President's  foreign  policy. 

Of  course,  each  role  impinges  on 
the  others  to  varying  degrees.  So  State 
shouldn't  tell  Defense  how  to  deploy  its 
aircraft  carriers  in  response  to  a  given 
mission,  although  it  will  have  a  contri- 
bution to  make  on  key  diplomatic  con- 
siderations. And  Defense  shouldn't  tell 
State  how  to  negotiate  with  the  Sovi- 
ets, although  it  must  clearly  play  its 
part  in  decisions  on  issues  related  to 
military  matters.  And  the  CIA  shouldn't 
find  policy  more  fun  than  intelligence 
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and  objective  analysis,  because  when  it 
does,  its  intelligence  and  analytic  prod- 
ucts have  no  credibility.  I  see  Bill  Web- 
ster [CIA  Director  William  Webster] 
here,  and  I'm  glad  to  say  he  agrees 
with  that  entirely.  And  the  NSC 
shouldn't  try  to  do  what  the  depart- 
ments are  designed  to  do  because  that 
throws  their  job  of  coordinating  off 
balance. 

I  can  say  to  you  tonight,  with  great 
satisfaction,  that  as  Secretary  Carlucci 
[Secretary  of  Defense  Frank  Carlucci], 
General  Powell  [National  Security 
Adviser  Colin  Powell],  and  I  hand  over 
to  the  new  team — which  includes  Bill 
Webster — the  system  is  in  terrific 
shape.  So  an  Administration  can  work 
in  harmony  and  in  success.  I'm  proud 
to  have  been  part  of  this  team  and  ear- 
lier ones  under  President  Reagan. 

In  America's  work  in  the  world,  the 
Congress  has  a  comparative  advantage 
in  doing  some  of  those  tasks,  and  the 
executive  has  a  comparative  advantage 
in  others.  We  each  need  to  stick  to  our 
own  job  descriptions.  We  look  to  the 
Congress  to  legislate  clearly;  they 
look  to  the  executive  to  administer 
responsibly. 

The  Congress,  with  the  executive, 
can  rise  to  the  occasion.  We've  done  so 
and  done  so  recently.  We  need  to  en- 
hance that  cooperative  ability.  Last 
year  Senator  Danforth  and  Senator 
Boren  proposed  periodic  meetings  of 
Members  of  Congress  with  the  Secre- 
tary of  State — and  sometimes  with  the 
President — to  discuss  the  larger,  longer 
term  problems  of  foreign  policy  before 
we  confront  a  specific  issue  to  debate. 
I  and  others  responded  positively  and 
publicly  to  that  proposal,  and  I  urge  it 
today  for  consideration  by  the  new 
Congress  and  the  new  Administration. 

Disengagement  Trends 

The  third  erosion  of  public  service  can 
be  seen  in  the  assault  against  America's 
instruments  of  engagement  with  the 
rest  of  the  world.  This  hits  at  the  heart 
of  the  international  dimension  of  public 
service.  It's  manifested  most  clearly  by 
the  attack  on  the  foreign  affairs  bud- 
|get,  which  has  been  cut  in  real  terms 
'some  25%  over  the  past  several  years. 
Most  of  the  rest  is  earmarked  so  we 
'lack  flexibility. 

Another  manifestation  is  the  trend 
[toward  protectionism.  From  our  ear- 
liest days  as  a  nation,  we  have  known 
[that  open  trade  was  the  key  to  growth 
i  and  prosperity.  But  it  is  not  necessary 


to  examine  the  history  of  the  18th  cen- 
tury to  understand  the  alternative.  In 
our  own  century,  the  breakdown 
of  international  trade  into  "beggar-thy- 
neighbor"  protectionism  in  the  late 
1920s  and  1930s  contributed  signifi- 
cantly to  the  ultimate  breakdown  of 
world  peace. 

There  are  those  who  say  that 
"engagement"  lacks  a  political  constitu- 
ency— not  so.  Every  national  candidate 
in  the  recent  elections  who  advocated 
protectionism  was  soundly  defeated. 
Every  candidate  who  sounded  a  varia- 
tion of  "come  home,  America"  lost.  The 
public  opinion  polls  show  consistently 
that  Americans  do  not  support  disen- 
gagement. But,  like  the  decisions  proc- 
ess in  government  itself,  this  part  of 
public  service — recognizing  that  the 
people  have  decided — is  also  under  as- 
sault. Escapism,  the  idea  that  we  can 
disengage  to  our  advantage,  whether 
through  the  massacre  of  the  foreign  af- 
fairs budget  or  economic  protection,  is 
just  incompatible  with  the  international 
dimension  of  public  service — and  the 
reality  of  our  world. 

Faith  in  America's  Youth 

The  last  and  probably  most  dismaying 
assault  on  public  service  concerns 
young  Americans.  We've  been  told  that 
this  is  a  "me  generation."  Our  young 
people  are  supposedly  interested  only 
in  themselves,  in  making  money,  in  self- 
indulgence,  in  today  not  tomorrow,  in 
succeeding  but  not  in  working  to  suc- 
ceed. Don't  believe  it  for  a  minute. 

Let's  look  at  a  few  facts.  Young 
Americans  over  the  last  decade  have 
volunteered  in  record  numbers  to  de- 
fend our  country.  The  best  and  the 
brightest  have  flocked  to  serve  our 
country,  to  put  themselves  in  harm's 
way  if  necessary  to  defend  our  values. 

Let's  look  at  our  schools.  The 
United  States  has  been  swept— and  it's 
a  healthy  and  long  overdue  sweeping — 
by  a  school  reform  movement  which 
emphasizes  higher  standards,  harder 
work,  and  far-reaching  objectives.  It's 
not  just  the  teachers  and  the  parents 
demanding  better  quality.  Our  children 
know  that  the  stakes  are  their  future 
and  their  country. 

There's  no  shortage  of  qualified 
young  people  seeking  service  in  the 
Peace  Corps,  in  government,  or  even 
elected  office.  The  idea  of  some  volun- 
tary national  service  for  every  able- 


bodied  American  has  taken  hold  as  a 
way  to  channel  the  urge  for  public 
.  service  in  the  broadest  sense. 

Of  all  the  achievements  of  the  last 
8  years,  the  rekindling  of  America's 
faith  in  itself  and  the  faith  of  America's 
youth  in  the  future  has  to  be  ranked 
highest  on  the  list.  President  Reagan 
knew  that  in  his  bones,  and  our  youth 
knew  he  had  faith  in  them.  That's  why 
the  young  in  America  have  always  been 
his  greatest  supporters. 

So  the  idea  that  we  cannot  count 
on  our  youth  when  it  comes  to  public 
service  is  just  as  wrong  as  can  be. 

And  when  I  speak  of  public  serv- 
ice, I  must  put  at  the  center  the  For- 
eign Service.  These  talented  and  brave 
Americans  are  on  the  front  lines  of 
American  interests  every  day.  It's  no 
tea  party.  Every  time  you  enter  the 
State  Department  lobby,  take  a  look  at 
the  two  plaques  erected  in  memory  of 
Foreign  Service  officers  who  lost  their 
lives.  One  plaque  covers  the  period  up 
to  about  1965.  It  took  two  centuries  to 
fill  up,  and  most  of  the  people  listed  on 
it  died  from  injury  and  disease.  We've 
now  just  about  filled  up  another  plaque 
in  only  20  years.  Most  of  those  were 
victims  of  terrorism.  The  Foreign  Serv- 
ice exemplifies  public  service. 

Conclusion 

So  let  me  sum  it  all  up.  Here  are  the 
ideas  and  the  practices  that  are  eroding- 
public  service:  the  idea  of  decline  and 
the  idea  that  America's  contributions 
are  past;  the  lack  of  confidence  in  the 
people's  judgment;  the  folly  of  disen- 
gagement, as  if  America's  withdrawal 
from  the  world  would  serve  the  national 
interest;  lack  of  faith  in  our  youth. 

I  know  that  in  Washington  very  of- 
ten bad  ideas  and  bad  habits  drive  out 
good  ideas  and  good  habits — a  kind  of 
political  Gresham's  law.  But  this  is  one 
set  of  bad  ideas  and  bad  habits  that 
cannot  be  allowed  to  gain  the  upper 
hand.  If  we  lose  the  concept  of  public 
service,  then  we  will  eventually  lose 
the  concept  of  democracy  itself. 

Recently,  in  Washington,  you  might 
hear  it  said  that  if  an  official  believed 
his  colleagues  were  honest,  decent, 
public-spirited  people,  then  that  official 
was  naive  and  doomed  to  frustration 
and  failure.  That's  why  the  cynical 
old  sayings  are  more  popular  than  ever: 
"If  you  want  a  friend  in  Washington, 
get  a  dog"  and  "never  kick  a  man 
unless  he's  down." 
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James  Madison,  the  man  who  gave 
balance  to  the  Constitution,  must  have 
heard  something  similar  in  his  day, 
for  in  the  Federalist  Papers  No.  56 
he  wrote: 

As  there  is  a  degree  of  depravity  in 
mankind  which  requires  an  active  degree  of 
circumspection  and  distrust,  so  there  are 
other  qualifications  in  human  nature  which 
justify  a  certain  portion  of  esteem  and  con- 
fidence. Republican  government  presup- 
poses the  existence  of  these  qualities  in  a 
higher  degree  than  any  other  form.  Were 
the  pictures  which  have  been  drawn  by  the 
political  jealousy  of  some  among  us  faithful 
likenesses  of  the  human  character,  the  in- 
ference would  be  that  there  is  not  suffi- 
cient virtue  among  men  for  self-government; 
and  that  nothing  less  than  the  chains  of 
despotism  can  restrain  them  from  destroy- 
ing and  devouring  one  another. 

Well,  I've  read  you  this  long  quota- 
tion because,  like  Madison,  I  believe 
men  and  women  everywhere,  and  espe- 
cially Americans,  have  the  virtue  nec- 
essary for  self-government.  Every- 
where today  the  chains  of  despotism 
are  being  loosened.  The  reality  of 
human  nature,  the  creativity  of  the  in- 
dividual, is  being  recognized  as  the 
well-spring  of  political  and  economic 
progress.  Yet  in  the  final  analysis,  the 
written  Constitution  and  the  aspira- 
tions of  democracy  are  joined  together 
only  by  the  concept  of  public  service — 
not  as  the  goal,  but  as  the  necessary 
means  of  fulfilling  our  common  purpose 
as  a  community  and  nation. 

That  is  the  living  legacy  which  ties 
together  the  America  of  a  glorious  past 
and  the  America  of  an  even  more  glor- 
ious future.  Let  us  keep  it,  cherish  it, 
practice  it,  defend  it  against  those  who 
mistrust  it,  and  hand  it  down  to  suc- 
cessive generations — so  that  however 
historians  record  our  struggles,  our 
successes  and  failures,  it  may  be  writ- 
ten of  us:  They  served  the  public.  They 
engaged  the  world.  They  pursued  the 
finest  aspirations  of  our  country.  ■ 


Prohibition  of  Chemical  Weapons 
Conference  Held  in  Paris 


The  Conference  on  the  Prohibition 
of  Chemical  Weapons  was  held  in  Paris 
January  7-11,  1989.  Folloiving  is  Secre- 
tary Shultz's  address  at  that  confer- 
ence; his  news  conference;  the  text  of 
the  final  declaration;  and  a  statement 
by  William  F.  Burns,  head  of  the  U.S. 
delegation  and  Director  of  the  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency 
(AC  DA). 

SECRETARY'S  ADDRESS, 
JAN.  7,  19891 

As  we  begin  our  consideration  of  the 
compelling  challenge  that  chemical 
weapons  pose  to  world  security,  I  have 
the  privilege  of  conveying  to  you  a  mes- 
sage from  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  Ronald  Reagan.  It  reads: 

Distinguished  Delegates: 

Less  than  three  months  ago,  I  called  on 
the  Parties  to  the  Geneva  Protocol  and 
other  concerned  countries  to  convene  a 
conference  for  the  purpose  of  restoring  re- 
spect for  the  international  norms  against 
the  illegal  use  of  chemical  weapons.  Today, 
thanks  to  the  initiative  of  President  Mitter- 
rand and  the  French  Government,  repre- 
sentatives of  more  than  100  nations  are 
gathered  in  Paris  to  reaffirm  their  commit- 
ment to  the  goal  of  putting  an  end  to  the 
proliferation  of  these  dreaded  weapons  and 
preventing  their  use. 

Your  presence  underlines  the  deep 
concern  and  alarm  shared  by  all  countries 
of  the  world  over  the  dangerous  spread  and 
resurgent  use  of  one  of  humanity's  most 
dreaded  and  dreadful  forms  of  warfare. 
It  demonstrates  as  well  that  you  share 
a  desire  to  take  the  necessary  actions 
to  ensure  that  such  weapons  are  not 
used  again. 

The  Geneva  Protocol  of  1925  remains 
an  invaluable  and  necessary  compact,  but 
its  objectives  can  only  be  achieved  if  na- 
tions comply.  Rededication  to  the  objec- 
tives of  the  Geneva  Protocol  is  not  just  a 
question  of  law,  but  an  important  step 
toward  securing  a  safer  future  for  mankind. 
It  is  my  hope  that  the  participants  in 
the  Paris  Conference  will  take  that  impor- 
tant step. 

The  Government  and  people  of  the 
United  States  send  our  prayers  and  best 
wishes  for  the  success  of  the  vital  effort 
you  are  undertaking. 

Indeed,  we  are  brought  here  today 
by  a  horror  that  has  cast  a  pall  over 
mankind  for  nearly  100  years — the 
threat  and  use  of  chemical  and  biolog- 
ical weapons. 


History  records  that  on  the  eve  of 
this  troubled  century — one  that  would 
prove  to  be  burdened  with  a  variety  of 
manmade  horrors — the  participants  in 
the  First  Hague  Peace  Conference  of 
1899  were  moved  to  condemn  chemical 
weapons.  Already,  the  vicious  effects  of 
such  weaponry  could  be  anticipated, 
even  though  our  predecessors  of 
90  years  ago  had  not  yet  experienced 
their  destructiveness. 

But  the  warnings  of  The  Hague  Gas 
Declaration  [of  1899]  were  not  heeded. 
And,  in  1915,  in  Flanders  Fields  near 
Ypres — only  200  kilometers  from  where 
we  now  sit — chemical  weapons  were 
first  unleashed  on  a  large  scale  in  war. 
In  the  First  World  War,  over  1  million 
people,  both  soldiers  and  civilians,  suf- 
fered casualties  from  chemical  weap- 
ons— a  grim  harbinger  of  the  hundreds- 
of-thousands  yet  to  die  by  this  scourge. 

The  fate  of  the  survivors  scarcely 
was  better  than  that  of  those  who  im- 
mediately succumbed.  An  eyewitness 
later  described  them: 

Faces,  arms,  hands  were  a  shiny  gray- 
black.  With  mouths  open  and  lead-glazed 
eyes,  they  were  all  swaying  backwards  and 
forwards  trying  to  get  their  breaths, 
struggling,  struggling  for  life. 

In  the  Great  War,  the  deadly  chem- 
ical clouds  swept  over  western  and 
eastern  fronts  alike,  acknowledging  no 
boundaries  and  uniting  in  horror  and 
shared  suffering  many  of  the  nations 
and  governments  represented  here  to- 
day. This  destruction  conferred  no  mili- 
tary advantage.  It  simply  made  the 
deadlock  of  conflict  that  much  more 
devastating — so  terrible  that  the  world 
community  finally  was  moved  to  act. 

That  action  came  quickly,  and 
culminated  in  the  1925  Geneva  confer- 
ence, where  the  major  nations  of  the 
world — the  U.S.  Government  among 
them — crafted  an  agreement  which  out- 
lawed the  use  in  war  of  chemical  and 
biological  weapons.  The  work  of  the 
conference  had  effect  for  six  decades. 
To  be  sure,  these  legal  and  moral  bar- 
riers erected  in  Geneva  were  tragically 
breached  in  the  1930s  and  1940s.  There- 
fore, Franklin  Roosevelt  was  correct 
when  he  said  that  it  was  "the  general 
opinion  of  civilized  mankind"  that  chem- 
ical weapons  should  be  outlawed. 
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Have  We  Forgotten 
the  Lessons  of  History? 

That  opinion  remains  valid.  Yet,  in  re- 
cent years,  the  international  norms 
against  chemical  weapons  use  have  be- 
gun to  erode  in  practice — first  in  the 
Middle  East  and,  most  recently,  in  re- 
gional conflicts  from  Southeast  Asia,  to 
Afghanistan,  to  the  Persian  Gulf. 

And  even  if  peace  should  come  to 
these  strife-ridden  areas — and  we  hope 
and  pray  and  work  for  the  day  that  it 
does — this  horrific  legacy  of  chemical 
weapons  use  quite  literally  will  harm 
them  for  years  to  come.  As  the  1970 
World  Health  Organization  report  on 
the  effects  of  the  possible  use  of  chem- 
ical and  biological  weapons  on  civilian 
population  groups  concluded:  "Chemical 
and  biological  weapons  pose  a  special 
threat  to  civilians.  Large-scale  use  of 
chemical  and  biological  weapons  could 
cause  lasting  changes  of  an  unpredict- 
able nature  in  man's  environment." 

The  consequences  of  past  chemical 
weapons  use  still  plagues  Europe  today. 
Unexploded  chemical  munitions  from 
World  War  I  continue  to  release  their 
aging — yet  lethal — contents  into  the 
waters  where  they  were  dumped. 
North  Sea  fishermen  and  bathers  in 
coastal  areas  still  suffer  mustard  gas 
burns  from  sunken  and  deteriorating 
chemical  munitions.  Similarly,  unex- 
ploded chemical  munitions  now  littering 
the  waters  of  the  Shatt  al  Arab  will 
threaten  human  life  and  the  environ- 
ment for  decades  to  come. 

So  like  the  contaminated  battle- 
fields of  Europe,  the  residue  of  more 
recent  chemical  weapons  use  in  other 
strife-ridden  parts  of  the  world — un- 
exploded chemical  munitions,  people 
maimed  for  life,  a  poisoned  environ- 
ment— will  be  reminders  for  genera- 
tions of  those  vicious  conflicts. 

Must  it  take  a  fresh  shock  of  hu- 
man tragedy — must  more  places  like 
Flanders  Fields  earn  their  place  in  the 
history  books  through  the  particular 
ghastliness  of  their  destruction — before 
governments  work  together  to  restore 
respect  for  the  international  norms 
against  chemical  weapons  use?  Ninety 
years  ago,  our  predecessors  at  The 
Hague  conference  only  could  imagine 
the  horrifying  destructive  potential  of 
chemical  weaponry.  Today  we  have  wit- 
nessed its  devastating  capability.  We 
cannot  claim  now  that  we  have  not 
seen,  that  we  do  not  know.  But  have 
we  the  will,  the  courage,  and  the  vision 
to  act  on  the  collective  conscience  of 
mankind  and  control  this  proliferating 
threat  to  civilization? 


We  cannot  delay.  Time  is  not  on 
our  side.  Technology  is  not  stagnant. 
Ever  more  lethal  and  insidious  chemical 
weapons  are  being  developed — weapons 
which  defeat  defenses  and  are  devastat- 
ing in  their  effects.  The  ability  to  pro- 
duce such  weapons  is  rapidly  spreading — 
and  with  it  the  technology  to  produce 
ballistic  missiles  as  delivery  vehicles. 

None  of  us  can  escape  the  conse- 
quences of  chemical  warfare.  Its  re- 
surgence has  placed  an  additional 
burden  on  international  organizations 
and  specialized  agencies  that  already 
are  overwhelmed  with  the  victims  of 
war  in  hospitals  and  refugee  camps. 
Victims  of  chemical  warfare  rarely  have 
proper  protective  equipment  or  medical 
facilities.  A  number  of  governments 
represented  here  have  generously 
treated  victims  at  considerable  expense 
in  their  specialized  medical  institutions. 
Out  of  fear  more  and  more  countries 
are  heavily  investing  in  protective 
equipment  for  their  forces  and  in  some 
cases  for  their  civilian  population.  We 
must  be  alarmed  that  we  have  reached 
the  point  where  some  countries  are 
prudently  making  special  protective 
suits  for  children.  Each  of  us  now  must 
consider  the  security  of  our  embassies 
from  chemical  attack. 

Moreover,  we  face  the  even  more 
grotesque  specter  of  the  proliferation  of 
biological  weapons.  Nations  are  devel- 
oping, producing,  and  stockpiling  ever 
more  deadly  and  resistant  strains  of 
disease  in  violation  of  the  1972  Biolog- 
ical and  Toxin  Weapons  Convention.  It 
is  no  hyperbole  to  state  that  the  mere 
existence  of  these  weapons  poses  one  of 
the  most  serious  threats  to  the  survival 
of  mankind. 

Isn't  it  grimly  ironic  that  these 
new  and  deadly  threats  have  arisen  to 
haunt  us  at  the  very  time  we  have  be- 
gun to  make  progress  in  controling  and 
reducing  nuclear  arms?  A  nightmare 
for  all,  of  course,  would  be  the  combi- 
nation of  ballistic  missiles,  chemical 
warheads,  and  biological  weapons  in  the 
hands  of  governments  with  histories  of 
the  conduct  of  terrorist  violence. 

Terrorists'  access  to  chemical  and 
biological  agents  is  another  growing- 
threat  to  the  international  community. 
There  are  no  insurmountable  technical 
obstacles  that  would  prevent  terrorist 
groups  from  using  chemical  weapons. 
With  the  inhibitions  against  employing 
such  weapons  now  weakened  through 
recent  use — and  with  targets  for  con- 
ventional terrorist  attacks  becoming- 
better  protected — terrorist  groups 


could  be  tempted  to  shift,  without 
warning,  to  use  of  chemical  weapons  for 
dramatic  political  and  media  attention. 
The  threat  is  a  real  one.  Some  govern- 
ments which  have  been  known  to  spon- 
sor terrorism  now  have  sizable  chemical 
weapons  capabilities. 

At  stake  in  all  of  this  is  not  just 
the  violation  of  codes  of  international 
conduct  but  civilization  itself.  If  we  tol- 
erate the  breakdown  of  barriers  against 
the  use  of  chemical  and  biological  weap- 
ons, such  agents  of  mass  destruction 
may  come  to  be  seen  as  both  advan- 
tageous and  legitimate  in  pursuit  of 
national  security  interests — as  just  an- 
other "weapon  of  choice."  Countries 
that  use  chemical  weapons  in  violation 
of  international  law  are  wrong — and 
they  know  it.  We  must  not  legitimize, 
by  our  acquiescence,  a  practice  that 
will  threaten  all  civilized  societies. 

What  Action  Must  We  Take? 

President  Reagan,  in  a  speech  to  the 
UN  General  Assembly,  proposed  this 
conference.  Let  us  recall  his  words. 

...poison  gas,  chemical  warfare — the 
terror  of  it;  the  horror  of  it It  is  in- 
cumbent upon  all  civilized  nations  to  ban, 
once  and  for  all... the  use  of  chemical  and 
gas  warfare. 

The  international  community  must 
act  now  on  several  fronts  to  eradicate 
the  threat  of  chemical  weapons,  prevent 
their  illegal  use,  and  staunch  their  dan- 
gerous proliferation.  Even  as  we  push 
forward  in  the  Geneva  negotiations  to 
ban  the  development,  production,  ac- 
quisition, stockpiling,  retention,  or 
transfer  of  chemical  weapons,  each  of 
us  now  must  take  steps  to  strengthen 
our  political  commitment  to  expose  the 
threat  and  control  the  spread  and  use 
of  these  hideous  weapons. 

My  government  never  has  under- 
estimated the  difficulties — chief  among 
them,  verification — that  must  be  over- 
come in  pursuit  of  this  urgent  objec- 
tive. When  Vice  President  Bush,  on 
behalf  of  President  Reagan,  tabled  the 
1984  draft  treaty  in  Geneva,  he  said 
that  a  comprehensive  ban  on  chemical 
weapons  cannot  work  unless  states  are 
prepared  to  "commit  themselves  to  a 
new  but  absolutely  necessary  degree  of 
openness" — "a  new  way  of  doing  busi- 
ness." But  however  formidable  the  chal- 
lenge, the  world  community  should  not 
underestimate  the  United  States'  deter- 
mination to  overcome  those  problems 
and  put  an  effective  treaty  into  force. 

Recently,  President-elect  Bush  has 
declared  that  one  of  his  highest  pri- 
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orities  will  be  to  deal  with  what  he 
appropriately  calls  "this  terrible 
scourge."  He  has  said  that  he  wants  to 
be  remembered  as  the  President  who — 
working  with  our  allies,  the  Soviet 
Union,  and  other  nations — brought 
about  the  elimination  of  chemical  war- 
fare and  chemical  weapons. 

The  world  community  needs  to 
band  together  and  rededicate  itself — 
forcefully  and  effectively — to  the  pur- 
poses and  principles  of  the  1925  Geneva 
protocol.  No  country  should  face  the 
threat  of  chemical  weapons  alone,  for 
no  country  is  immune  to  it.  We  must  be 
prepared  to  exercise  statesmanship,  to 
cooperate,  and  to  exact  enforcement. 

We,  therefore,  call  on  this  con- 
ference to  support  the  following 
steps  immediately. 

•  Every  nation  must  undertake  the 
political  commitment  to  comply  with 
the  international  norms  relating  to 
chemical  weapons  use. 

•  Nations  which  have  not  done  so 
should  accede  to  the  1925  Geneva 
protocol. 

•  The  UN  Secretary  General's  abil- 
ity to  investigate  promptly  allegations 
of  illegal  use  of  chemical  weapons  in 
armed  conflict  should  be  reinforced 
and  enhanced. 

There  is  still  more  that  we  must 
do,  both  at  this  conference  and  after  it. 

We  should  consider  procedures  for 
humanitarian  assistance  to  victims  of 
chemical  weapons  attack.  We  need  to 
bolster  support  for  the  measures  em- 
bodied in  the  UN  Charter  should  there 
be  any  future  illegal  use  of  chemical 
weapons — and  here  I  have  Chapter  7 
sanctions  expressly  in  mind.  As 
President-elect  Bush  has  said: 

...the  nations  guilty  of  chemical  war- 
fare must  pay  a  price.  They  must  know 
that  violation  of  the  ban  against  the  use 
of  such  weapons  carries  a  heavy  penalty. 
Not  just  a  fine  or  a  minor  sanction  that  can 
be  ignored. 

There  is  an  urgent  need  for  steps 
to  achieve  greater  international  re- 
straint in  the  export  of  chemical  weap- 
ons-related technologies,  chemicals, 
and  weaponry.  Since  1985  the  United 
States  has  cooperated  with  18  other  na- 
tions to  coordinate  efforts  to  control  in- 
ternational trade  in  chemical  weapons- 
related  commerce.  We  should  explore 
possibilities  for  more  effective  means 
to  control  the  transfer  of  chemical 
weapons  precursors,  technology,  and 
weapons  without  impeding  legitimate 
commerce  and  peaceful  pursuits  that 
will  benefit  mankind. 


Finally,  I  also  urge  you  to  join  me 
in  committing  our  governments  not 
only  to  prevent  the  use  of  chemical 
weapons  in  armed  conflict  but  also  to 
prevent  the  spread  of  chemical  weapons 
to  terrorist  groups. 

The  problem  of  chemical  weapons 
proliferation  is  as  difficult  as  it  is  dan- 
gerous. The  challenge  it  poses  to  world 
security  is  so  urgent  that  international 
efforts  in  this  area  should  not  be  made 
contingent  on  other  difficult  arms  con- 
trol issues,  such  as  nuclear  prolifera- 
tion. And  if  we  are  to  deal  with  the 
chemical  weapons  threat  effectively  in 
all  its  respects,  we  must  see  the  prob- 
lem for  what  it  is. 

Chemical  weapons  proliferation  is 
not  an  issue  between  the  developed  and 
developing  world.  It  is  not  a  matter  of 
some  nations  trying  to  maintain  a  mo- 
nopoly on  chemical  weapons  by  making 
it  impossible  for  other  nations  to  obtain 
them.  All  countries  have  everything  to 
gain  by  keeping  their  focus  on  the  real 
issue:  preventing  these  weapons  from 
spreading  and  being  used,  even  as  we 
devote  ourselves  to  ridding  the  world 
of  those  which  already  exist. 

For  our  part,  the  United  States  has 
participated  actively  in  the  negotiations 
at  the  Conference  on  Disarmament 
since  1971.  We  are  committed  to  success 
in  these  negotiations,  and  we  will  stay 
at  the  table  for  however  long  it  takes. 
We  will  abide  by  the  1925  Geneva  pro- 
tocol and  all  other  provisions  of  interna- 
tional law  related  to  the  use  of  chemical 
weapons,  including  the  1949  Geneva 
conventions.  We  urge  every  country 
here — indeed,  every  country  in  the 
world — to  make  a  similar  pledge. 

A  Global  Effort  Is  Needed 

We  all  owe  a  debt  of  gratitude  to  the 
Government  of  France  and  to  President 
Mitterrand  for  assembling  the  world 
community  here  in  Paris  in  answer  to 
President  Reagan's  call  at  the  UN  Gen- 
eral Assembly.  Together,  we  must  meet 
the  challenge  posed  by  chemical  weap- 
onry. It  is  a  global  challenge.  And  it  is 
grievously  apt  that  these  weapons  were 
first  used  during  the  first  worldwide 
war  in  human  history.  But  as  experi- 
ence, stretching  back  almost  a  century 
to  The  Hague  Gas  Declaration  teaches 
us,  sweeping  statements  of  principle 
are  not  a  substitute  for  concrete  deeds. 
We  all  have  an  obligation  to  take  action. 

The  resumption  in  the  past  25 
years  of  chemical  warfare  is  a  dan- 
gerous step  backward  for  mankind,  for 


reason,  for  civilization.  President-elect 
Bush  has  called  the  outbreak  of  chem- 
ical warfare  and  ballistic  missile  pro- 
liferation "sharp  reminders  of  how 
easily  the  nations  can  turn  from  the 
high  road  and  head  for  the  abyss."  And 
he  has  declared  it  his  "solemn  mission" 
to  work  with  the  international  commu- 
nity "to  stop  it  and  stop  it  now!" 

Now  is  the  time  for  us  all  to  stand 
up  and  face  our  responsibilities  squarely. 
Together,  let  us  get  on  with  the  task  of 
fulfilling  our  solemn  moral  and  legal 
obligations. 

We  must,  quite  simply,  reaffirm  the 
international  norms  against  chemical 
weapons  and  raise  them  higher.  Unless 
we  summon  the  political  will  and  estab- 
lish rigorous  and  reliable  international 
means  of  vigilance  and  restraint,  we 
will  condemn  ourselves  to  repeat  tragic 
experience.  We  already  have  witnessed 
one  century-long  cycle  of  international 
concern,  followed  by  violence,  tragedy, 
outrage,  and  then,  alas,  complacency. 

I  am  haunted  by  a  poem  written  in 
1916  by  the  great  American  poet  Carl 
Sandburg — in  his  time  a  European  war 
correspondent.  It  is  called  "Grass," 
and  it  ends  with  these  stark  and  bitter 
lines: 

Pile  the  bodies  high... at  Ypres 
and  Verdun. 

Shovel  them  under  and  let  me  work. 

Two  years,  ten  years,  and  passengers 
ask  the  conductor: 

What  place  is  this? 
Where  are  we  now? 

I  am  the  grass. 
Let  me  work. 

I  say  to  you  now,  let  us  instead 
work  to  ensure  that  we  never  forget  the 
victims  of  chemical  warfare.  Let  each 
and  every  one  of  us  work  to  ensure  that 
neither  the  passage  of  time  nor  the  ex- 
igencies of  the  moment  ever  again  ob- 
scure the  responsibilities  we  have  to 
all  mankind. 


SECRETARY'S 

NEWS  CONFERENCE, 
JAN.  8,  19892 


There  is  every  indication  of  this  being 
an  outstanding  conference.  One  hun- 
dred and  forty-five  nations  are  here;  129 
of  them  are  parties  to  the  Geneva  1925 
protocol,  and  seven  more  are  in  the 
process  of  becoming  parties  as  this  con- 
ference unfolds.  It's  clear,  not  only  from 
the  speeches  but  from  the  general  dis- 
cussion in  the  corridors,  that  everyone 
is  taking  this  subject  with  great  seri- 
ousness. President  Mitterrand  got  the 
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conference  off  to  a  great  start  with  his 
opening  address.  I  feel  very  gratified  to 
have  had  the  privilege  of  representing 
the  United  States  at  the  conference. 
It's  a  good  thing. 

Q.  You  had  a  separate  meeting, 
of  course,  afterward  with  the  Soviet 
Foreign  Minister,  and  on  your  way 
here  you  said  you  hoped  you  would  be 
able  to  persuade  them  that  the  United 
States  has  the  evidence  that  Libya  is 
on  the  verge  of  producing  chemical 
weapons.  Now  you  have  the  Germans 
coming  to  Washington  to  see  some  of 
that  evidence.  Did  you  make  any 
headway  with  Mr.  Shevardnadze? 

A.  With  the  Soviet  Foreign  Minis- 
ter and  his  colleagues,  we  made  a  brief 
presentation — about  10  minutes  of  ma- 
terial— that  was  designed  not  to  be 
some  sort  of  conclusive  and  detailed  ex- 
amination, obviously,  but  to  make  it 
clear  that  this  is  a  very  serious  proposi- 
tion and  that  we  know  a  great  deal 
about  what's  going  on  at  the  Rabta  fa- 
cility. I  was  quite  gratified  by  his  re- 
sponse, because  he  is  as  concerned  as 
we  are  about  any  spread  of  chemical 
weapons.  He  said  so  publicly,  and  he 
said  so  directly.  I  believe,  at  least  he 
had  said,  and  I  believe,  that  he  and  his 
colleagues  will  look  into  the  matter. 
That  is  what  we  wanted. 

Q.  What  is  your  reaction  to  the 
Foreign  Minister's  statement  today? 

A.  Which  Foreign  Minister?  That  is 
one  of  the  good  things  about  this  con- 
ference, you  have  to  say  which  one, 
there  are  so  many. 

Q.  Mr.  Shevardnadze's  claim  that 
the  Soviet  Union  has  never  used 
chemical  weapons,  never  transferred 
such  weapons  to  any  country. 

A.  I  put  that  in  terms  of  a  pledge, 
and  I'll  take  it  that  way. 

Q.  Mr.  Shevardnadze  said  that 
the  Soviet  Union  would  accept  full 
challenge  inspection  without  right  of 
refusal  for  any  site  in  the  Soviet 
Union.  Will  the  United  States  accept 
the  same  program  of  openness? 

A.  Yes,  of  course.  We  proposed 
that  when  the  Vice  President  tabled  his 
treaty  on  behalf  of  President  Reagan — 
the  treaty  in  1984.  Now,  on  demand, 
on-site  inspection  is  a  principle  that  we 
adhere  to,  and  it's  important  to  get  that 
principle  out  there.  However,  translat- 
ing that  into  workable  procedures  that 
people  can  agree  to  is  difficult.  We 
learned  that  in  the  INF  [intermediate- 
range  nuclear  forces]  negotiations.  We 
also  learned  that  it  can  be  done,  and 


we've  learned  since  the  treaty  has  gone 
into  force  that  it  can  work.  There  is 
lots  of  work  to  be  clone  to  translate  that 
general  principle  into  an  operating 
reality. 

Q.  Could  you  give  us  your  reac- 
tion to  Mr.  Shevardnadze's  announce- 
ment that  the  Soviet  Union  will  be 
destroying  certain  of  its  chemical 
weapon  stocks,  beginning  this  year, 
with  foreign  inspection? 

A.  We  welcome  that  statement.  Of 
course,  we've  discussed  that  before.  I 
think  it's  worth  noting  that  while  they 
are  building  a  plant,  we  have  a  plant  in 
being,  and  we  have  a  program  for  de- 
stroying the  unitary — so-called  uni- 
tary— stocks  of  chemical  weapons  that 
we  hold.  We  have  invited  people  to 
come  and  see  that  plant.  This  is  some- 
thing that,  prospectively,  they  will  do 
when  their  plant  is  completed.  We  have 
a  plant,  and  we  have  a  program,  and 
we're  proceeding  to  destroy  the  unitary 
stocks  as  we  build — until  we  see  a 
treaty  in  force — the  much  safer  binary 
stocks. 

Q.  On  the  way  here,  you  said  that 
on  two  prior  occasions,  or  at  least 
before,  you  had  raised  the  Libyan 
plant  issue  with  the  [Soviet]  Foreign 
Minister  and  that  they  had  remained 
unconvinced  of  the  American  evi- 
dence. Can  you  give  us  a  sense  of 
whether  you  think  you  changed  his 
mind  today? 

A.  The  subject  came  up  in  the  De- 
cember meeting  with  Mr.  Gorbachev, 
Mr.  Shevardnadze,  and  so  on,  and  we 
simply  said  that  we  had  a  very  serious 
concern,  and  we  felt  we  had  convincing 
evidence.  Obviously,  we  did  not  try  to 
present  anything  in  that  brief  luncheon, 
and  they  agreed  to  hear  more  about  it. 
So,  they  heard  a  little  bit  more  about 
it.  I  hope  that  we  may  follow  up  on 
this,  and  I  hope  that  as  they  look  into 
it,  they  will  develop  information  of  their 
own.  The  object  is  to  prevent  this  plant 
from  becoming  a  producing  chemical 
weapons  plant;  that  is  our  object.  If  we 
can  succeed  in  that,  we  will  feel  quite 
gratified. 

Q.  With  the  Soviets  saying 
they've  stopped  producing  chemical 
weapons  and  with  the  United  States 
producing  a  new  generation  of  weap- 
ons, isn't  there  a  danger  that  the 
United  States  is  at  a  moral  disadvan- 
tage in  this  whole  affair? 

A.  No.  We  are  reducing  our  net 
stocks  as  we  proceed,  and  this  is  per- 
fectly consistent  with  our  position  at 
the  Geneva  negotiations. 


Q.  But  if  you're  still  producing 
new  weapons,  aren't  you  losing  the 
moral  high  ground? 

A.  No.  We  are  reducing  our  net 
stocks,  and  we  are  having,  in  place  of 
the  rather  difficult-to-handle  unitary 
stocks,  a  way  of  holding  our  deterrent 
capability  while  these  negotiations  go 
on.  We  are  developing  that  in  a  much 
safer  way. 

Q.  What  can  you  tell  us  about 
the  nature  of  the  evidence  you  showed 
Mr.  Shevardnadze?  Can  you  also  tell 
us  if  he  specifically  promised  to  con- 
duct an  investigation  in  reaction  to 
this  evidence?  Has  he  seen  this 
evidence? 

A.  Yes,  he  said  that  he  would  look 
into  it.  I  forget  his  exact  phraseology, 
but  I  have  no  doubt  he'll  be  asking- 
questions,  since  he  cares  about  the  sub- 
ject and  the  Soviet  Government  seems 
to  care  about  the  subject;  I  have  no 
doubt  the  questions  will  be  pointed.  I 
think  that  is  a  constructive  response. 
What  we  described  for  him  was  sort  of 
the  general  flow  of  evidence  that  we 
had  and  gave  a  description  of  some  of 
the  characteristics  of  the  plant,  both  of 
the  metal  fabricating  plant  and  the 
chemical  plant.  Our  object,  inasmuch  as 
you  can  achieve  in  a  10-minute  period, 
is  simply  to  show  that  we  have  clear 
information,  that  it  is  serious  informa- 
tion, that  we  take  it  seriously,  and  that 
we  hope  they  will. 

Q.  Could  you  tell  us  how  you  see 
the  role  of  the  chemical  industry  in 
the  nonproliferation  process? 

A.  The  chemical  industry,  of 
course,  is  a  great  industry  that  pro- 
duces things  of  immense  significance 
for  all  of  us,  and  so  you  want  to  see  the 
chemical  industry  proceed. 

At  the  same  time,  I  think,  since  at 
least  in  certain  aspects  of  what  are  per- 
fectly acceptable,  desirable  types  of 
chemical  production,  you  can  switch 
the  facilities  to  agents  of  chemical  war- 
fare, the  chemical  industry  will  have  to 
accept  a  degree  of  openness  and  inspec- 
tion that  may  cause  them  some  heart- 
burn, but  they'll  have  to  do  it.  The 
chemical  industry  is  one  where,  for 
commercial  reasons,  there  tends  to  be, 
at  least  in  certain  periods,  a  tradition 
of  some  secretiveness.  That's  under- 
standable. Commercially,  you  don't 
want  to  give  your  ideas  away. 

That  is  an  illustration  of  one  of  the 
problems  that  will  have  to  be  con- 
fronted in  this  inspection  regime,  be- 
cause commercial  secrecy  can't  be  an 
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impediment  to  being  sure  that  there 
isn't  a  weapons  production  operation 
here.  The  chemical  industry  will  have 
to  be  a  part  of  this,  and  it  will  be  of 
some  difficulty. 

Q.  There  have  been  press  reports, 
based  on  U.S.  intelligence  reports, 
that  the  French  may  be  selling  Mi- 
rages to  Libya.  Have  you  taken  this 
up  with  the  French? 

A.  No,  I  had  that  press  report 
called  to  my  attention,  and  I  don't  have 
any  information  to  provide  you  about  it, 
except  that  I  certainly  would  say  that 
sales  of  such  aircraft  to  Libya  right 
now  would  be  an  unwelcome  develop- 
ment, to  put  it  mildly. 

Q.  As  I  understand  it,  one  pur- 
pose of  your  meeting  with  Mr.  Shev- 
ardnadze was  to  try  to  resolve  some 
remaining  difficulties  in  the  Vienna 
negotiations  on  human  rights  and 
conventional  arms  control.  Did  you 
work  everything  out?  Will  that  meet- 
ing conclude  as  expected  next  week? 

A.  We  discussed  the  CSCE  [Con- 
ference on  Security  and  Cooperation  in 
Europe]  matters  and,  between  us  and 
the  Soviets,  we  don't  have  too  much  in 
the  way  of  outstanding  issues.  There 
are  some  things  in  the  language  that 
we  would  like  to  see  strengthened 
somewhat,  and  we  noticed  that  in  Mr. 
Gorbachev's  speech  to  the  United  Na- 
tions these  matters  were  mentioned. 
We  hope  that  perhaps  that  will  be  pos- 
sible, but  as  between  the  two  of  us,  we 
don't  have  issues  related  to  Vienna,  as 
such. 

Of  course,  we  expect  to  see  an  on- 
going process  of  attention  to  human 
rights  matters,  of  attention  to  institu- 
tionalizing reforms,  of  continued  re- 
leases, and  so  on.  We  discussed  this, 
and  I  was  assured  that  that  would  hap- 
pen. But  that  is  not  related,  as  such,  to 
the  CSCE  final  document.  Our  biggest 
remaining  hurdle,  I  believe,  is  a  dispute 
involving  Greece  about  territory  that's 
excluded  in  Turkey.  This  is  a  sticking 
point,  and  just  how  we  will  be  able  to 
deal  with  that,  I'm  not  too  sure.  It's  a 
hard  point. 

Q.  Do  you  expect  the  meeting 
will  end  I  inaudible]? 

A.  The  meeting  will  end  if  all  the 
issues  are  resolved.  We're  pretty  close 
to  that  point,  but  we  aren't  there  yet.  I 
am  always  a  believer  that  you  don't 
have  an  agreement  until  you've  got  one. 


Q.  Coming  into  this  Paris  confer- 
ence, it  was  said  that  one  of  the 
things  you  wanted  to  do  here,  other 
than  take  part  in  the  conference,  was 
to  convince  the  rest  of  the  world,  es- 
pecially the  industrialized  countries, 
about  what's  going  on  in  Libya  and  to 
try  to  get  some  support  for  the  U.S. 
position.  We've  been  told  that  the 
French,  the  Canadians,  and  the 
Egyptians,  in  your  bilateral  meetings, 
said  that  they  weren't  skeptical  any- 
more about  the  American  claims. 
Other  than  that,  have  you  been  able 
to  gather  up  some  support  for  the 
U.S.  position  on  this? 

A.  I've  referred  to  our  discussions 
with  the  Soviets,  but  our  object  here  at 
this  conference  was  not  to  put  the  Lib- 
yan issue  at  the  center  of  the  stage  but 
to  put  the  issue  of  chemical  warfare  at 
the  center  of  the  stage.  That's  the  pur- 
pose of  the  conference,  and  I  believe 
that  objective  is  very  much  being 
served.  It's  turning  out  to  be  a  good 
thing. 

In  the  meantime,  we  have,  of 
course,  expressed  our  concerns  to  vari- 
ous people  we  have  met  with,  and 
clearly  if  you  are  concerned  about 
chemical  weapons  and  you  see  a  credi- 
ble report  of  this  kind,  then  you  are 
going  to  be  concerned  about  it  and 
want  to  know  more  about  it.  That's  the 
general  reaction  we  get. 

Q.  Does  the  American  Govern- 
ment have  any  evidence  of  Italian 
firms  being  involved  in  the  Rabta 
plant? 

A.  I  don't  want  to  get  into  this, 
that,  and  the  other  country.  My  conver- 
sations with  Mr.  Andreotti  and  others 
from  the  Italian  Government,  on  this 
and  other  matters,  have  been  quite 
satisfactory. 

Q.  The  entire  Paris  process  seems 
to  make  little  sense  when  countries  in 
the  Middle  East  don't  express  a  will- 
ingness to  give  up  chemical  weapons. 
It  was  clear  in  the  Iraqi  speech  to- 
day— the  right  to  hold  chemical  weap- 
ons and  the  situation.  How  do  you 
feel  about  that? 

A.  Countries,  of  course,  under  the 
Geneva  protocol  have  a  right  to  possess 
chemical  weapons.  That's  the  reason 
why  we're  trying  to  negotiate  a  treaty 
in  Geneva  that  prohibits  the  production 
and  holding  of  chemical  weapons.  We 
would  prefer  it  if  they  didn't  express 
such  a  sentiment,  particularly  a  state 
that  has  used  them  recently.  That  cer- 
tainly is  our  view.  But  the  point  only 
underlines  the  importance  of  the  nego- 


tiations in  Geneva  and,  I  think,  as 
many  have  said  from  the  podium,  one  of 
the  purposes  that's  being  served  is  to 
give  a  kind  of  special  spotlight  and  push 
to  those  negotiations  going  on  in  Ge- 
neva. I  might  say  that  President-elect 
Bush  has  expressed  himself  very 
strongly  and  consistently  on  this  issue. 

Q.  Certainly  there  is  some  "polit- 
ical" momentum  toward  resolving  the 
practical  problems,  and  you  discussed 
verification  earlier.  How  significant 
do  you  see  these  political  obstacles  in 
terms  of  standing  in  the  way  of  a 
total  ban  or  a  total  elimination  of 
chemical  warfare?  And  what  steps  are 
being  taken  to  remove  those  political 
obstacles? 

A.  I  don't  know  what  you're  refer- 
ring to  in  political  obstacles. 

Q.  Those  comments  from  the 
Arab  nations,  for  example. 

A.  A  country  that  says  I  have  not 
agreed  to  any  prohibition  against  hold- 
ing, only  using,  chemical  weapons  is 
sort  of  within  its  rights,  so  to  speak. 
Although,  as  I  already  said,  a  country 
that  has  recently  used  them  and  makes 
that  statement  leaves  you  concerned, 
but  that  underlines  the  importance  of 
proceeding  to  agreement  to  get  rid  of 
them  entirely.  I  presume  that  Iraq  will 
have  to  consider  this  question,  and 
when  we  get  this  treaty  wound  up,  I 
think  a  state  that  says  that  it  is  not 
going  to  join  the  international  commu- 
nity may  very  well  find  itself  in  an  un- 
comfortable position.  There  is  a 
growing,  emerging,  and  strong  wave  of 
opinion  around  the  world  about  this  is- 
sue. I  think  that's  a  big  political  fact 
that  we're  trying  to  highlight  in  this 
conference. 

Q.  How  would  you  answer  to  the 
charges  of  hypocrisy  against  the 
United  States  when  it  has  chemical 
weapons  and,  under  current  interna- 
tional law,  Libya  is  actually  entitled 
to  have  them? 

A.  I  have  already  said  what  we  are 
doing  is  bringing  down  our  stock  of 
chemical  weapons.  We  have  a  plant;  we 
have  a  process  for  elimination;  we  have 
invited  people  to  see  it;  we  will  engage 
in  that  process  whereby  we  will  be  net 
reducing  our  stocks;  and,  of  course,  we 
have  been  proponents  of  the  negotia- 
tions in  Geneva.  Vice  President  Bush, 
on  behalf  of  President  Reagan,  tabled 
sort  of  the  operative  draft  that  people 
are  working  from  there,  and  we  want  to 
see  it  come  to  a  successful  conclusion. 
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Q.  Could  you  tell  us  exactly  in 
which  way  the  United  States  has 
pushed  the  process  forward  during 
your  stay  in  Paris? 

A.  First  of  all,  President  Reagan 
suggested  this  conference  in  his  speech 
to  the  United  Nations.  We  are  gratified 
that  there  has  been  such  a  strong  re- 
sponse and,  of  course,  beginning  with 
France,  which  also  felt  this  was  a  very 
good  idea.  I  think  it  is  quite  remark- 
able that  in  the  space  of,  I  think  it  is,  4 
months,  a  conference  of  this  magnitude 
has  been  organized  and  145  nations  are 
here. 

I  have  listened  to  many  of  the 
speeches,  and  I  hear  a  building  of  sup- 
port for  the  objectives  that  surround  all 
of  this,  and  I  hear  the  same  thing  in 
the  corridors  and  in  my  private  conver- 
sations. I  think  the  general  objective  of 
a  kind  of  consciousness-raising  about 
the  importance  of  this  problem — that  is 
already  a  success.  We  already  have 
seven  additional  countries  which  have 
signed  on  as  parties  to  the  protocol.  I 
think  this  will,  undoubtedly,  give  some 
additional  push  to  the  negotiations  in 
Geneva. 

There  have  been  a  number  of  state- 
ments made  parallel  to  the  suggestion 
that  I  made  on  behalf  of  the  United 
States;  that  the  Secretary  General's 
ability  to  investigate  promptly  any 
credible  charge  of  the  use  of  chemical 
weapons  be  strengthened.  I  noticed  Mr. 
Shevardnadze  in  his  speech  said  that 
they  felt  that  no  country  should  have 
the  right  to  deny  the  Secretary  General 
prompt  inspection  rights  if  that  is 
authorized. 

There  are  a  lot  of  things  sort  of 
falling  into  place,  and  I  feel  very  grati- 
fied by  the  whole  thing. 

Q.  When  Mr.  Shevardnadze  ar- 
rived in  Paris  on  Friday,  he  said  that 
the  American  downing  of  two  Libyan 
jets  poisoned  the  atmosphere  of  the 
conference.  Did  this  subject  come  up 
in  your  talks  with  him  today?  Were 
you  able  to  reassure  him  on  that 
point? 

A.  I  brought  the  subject  up,  and  I 
explained  to  him,  as  Ambassador  Wal- 
ters [U.S.  Permanent  Representative  to 
the  United  Nations  Vernon  A.  Walters] 
has  in  the  United  Nations,  precisely 
what  had  happened.  Our  photographic 
and  audio  evidence  is  quite  clear.  The 
American  pilots  acted  only  after  a  tre- 
mendous effort  to  detach  themselves 
from  the  Libyan  aggressive  planes,  and 
they  acted  in  defense  of  themselves.  I 
put  those  points  forward. 


As  far  as  the  conference  is  con- 
cerned, so  far  as  I  can  see,  it  is  going 
forward  very  strongly,  and  the  atmos- 
phere of  concern  about  the  use  of  chem- 
ical weapons  and  the  desire  to  do 
everything  possible  to  stop  it  and  con- 
tain it  is  a  very  powerful  atmosphere. 

As  I  said  a  moment  ago,  I  think  we 
can  all  feel — all  of  us,  you,  me,  every- 
body— as  citizens  of  the  world  who 
don't  want  to  be  subjected  to  attack  by 
chemical  weapons — I  don't,  I  am  sure 
you  don't — the  more  we  can  do  to  avoid 
that,  the  better  off  we  are  all  going  to 
be.  I  think  we  are  a  step  ahead  of  the 
game  as  a  result  of  this  conference. 


FINAL  DECLARATION, 
JAN.  11,  1989 

The  representatives  of  States  participating 
in  the  Conference  on  the  Prohibition  of 
Chemical  Weapons,  bringing  together 
States  Parties  to  the  Geneva  Protocol  of 
1925  and  other  interested  States  in  Paris 
from  7  to  11  January  1989,  solemnly  declare 
the  following: 

1.  The  participating  States  are  deter- 
mined to  promote  international  peace  and 
security  throughout  the  world  in  accord- 
ance with  the  Charter  of  the  United  Na- 
tions and  to  pursue  effective  disarmament 
measures.  In  this  context,  they  are  deter- 
mined to  prevent  any  recourse  of  chemical 
weapons  by  completely  eliminating  them. 
They  solemnly  affirm  their  commitments 
not  to  use  chemical  weapons  and  condemn 
such  use.  They  recall  their  serious  concern 
at  recent  violations  as  established  and  con- 
demned by  the  competent  organs  of  the 
United  Nations.  They  support  the  human- 
itarian assistance  given  to  the  victims  af- 
fected by  chemical  weapons. 

2.  The  participating  States  recognize 
the  importance  and  continuing  validity  of 
the  Protocol  for  the  prohibition  of  the  use 
in  war  of  asphyxiating,  poisonous  or  other 
gases  and  bacteriological  methods  of  war- 
fare, signed  on  17  June  1925  in  Geneva.  The 
States  Parties  to  the  Protocol  solemnly  re- 
affirm the  prohibition  as  established  in  it. 
They  call  upon  all  States  which  have  not 
yet  done  so  to  accede  to  the  Protocol. 

3.  The  participating  States  stress  the 
necessity  of  concluding,  at  an  early  date,  a 
convention  on  the  prohibition  of  the  devel- 
opment, production,  stockpiling  and  use  of 
all  chemical  weapons,  and  on  their  destruc- 
tion. This  convention  shall  be  global  and 
comprehensive  and  effectively  verifiable.  It 
should  be  of  unlimited  duration.  To  this 
end,  they  call  on  the  Conference  on  Disar- 
mament in  Geneva  to  redouble  its  efforts, 
as  a  matter  of  urgency,  to  resolve  expedi- 
tiously the  remaining  issues  and  to  con- 
clude the  convention  at  the  earliest  date. 
All  States  are  requested  to  make,  in  an 
appropriate  way,  a  significant  contribution 
to  the  negotiations  in  Geneva  by  undertak- 


ing efforts  in  the  relevant  fields.  The  par- 
ticipating States,  therefore,  believe  that 
any  State  wishing  to  contribute  to  these 
negotiations  should  be  able  to  do  so.  In 
addition,  in  order  to  achieve  as  soon  as 
possible  the  indispensable  universal  char- 
acter of  the  convention,  they  call  upon  all 
States  to  become  parties  thereto  as  soon  as 
it  is  concluded. 

4.  The  participating  States  are  gravely 
concerned  by  the  growing  danger  posed  to 
international  peace  and  security  by  the 
risk  of  the  use  of  chemical  weapons  as  long 
as  such  weapons  remain  and  are  spread.  In 
this  context,  they  stress  the  need  for  the 
early  conclusion  and  entry  into  force  of  the 
convention,  which  will  be  established  on  a 
non-discriminatory  basis.  They  deem  it 
necessary,  in  the  meantime,  for  each  State 
to  exercise  restraint  and  to  act  responsibly 
in  accordance  with  the  purpose  of  the  pres- 
ent declaration. 

5.  The  participating  States  confirm 
their  full  support  for  the  United  Nations  in 
the  discharge  of  its  indispensable  role,  in 
conformity  with  its  Charter.  They  affirm 
that  the  United  Nations  provides  a  frame- 
work and  an  instrument  enabling  the  inter- 
national community  to  exercise  vigilance 
with  respect  to  the  prohibition  of  the  use 
of  chemical  weapons.  They  confirm  their 
support  for  appropriate  and  effective  steps 
taken  by  the  United  Nations  in  this  re- 
spect in  conformity  with  its  Charter.  They 
further  reaffirm  their  full  support  for  the 
Secretary-General  in  carrying  out  his  re- 
sponsibilities for  investigations  in  the 
event  of  alleged  violations  of  the  Geneva 
Protocol.  They  express  their  wish  for  early 
completion  of  the  work  undertaken  to 
strengthen  the  efficiency  of  existing  pro- 
cedures and  call  for  the  co-operation  of  all 
States,  in  order  to  facilitate  the  action  of 
the  Secretary-General. 

6.  The  participating  States,  recalling 
the  Final  Document  of  the  first  Special 
Session  of  the  United  Nations  General  As- 
sembly Devoted  to  Disarmament  in  1978, 
underline  the  need  to  pursue  with  deter- 
mination their  efforts  to  secure  general 
and  complete  disarmament  under  effective 
international  control,  so  as  to  ensure  the 
right  of  all  States  to  peace  and  security. 


AMBASSADOR  BURNS' 

STATEMENT, 
JAN.  11,  1989 

Less  than  4  months  ago,  President 
Reagan  called  on  parties  to  the  Geneva 
protocol  and  other  concerned  states  to 
convene  a  conference  to  consider  how  to 
prevent  the  further  use  of  chemical 
weapons  in  violation  of  international 
law.  This  call  reflected  our  deep  con- 
cern and  alarm  over  the  dangerous 
spread  and  resurgent  use  of  chemical 
weapons.  It  was  President  Reagan's 
hope  that  the  participants  at  the  Paris 
conference  would  rededicate  themselves 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/March  1989 


ARMS  CONTROL 


to  the  objectives  of  the  Geneva 
protocol. 

This  conference  has  forged  a 
powerful  global  consensus.  The  151  par- 
ticipants gathered  here  have  taken  a 
principled  and  forceful  stand  against 
the  illegal  use  and  dangerous  spread  of 
chemical  weapons.  They  have  given  sig- 
nificant political  impetus  to  the  Geneva 
Conference  on  Disarmament  negotia- 
tions on  a  comprehensive,  effectively 
verifiable,  and  truly  global  ban  on 
chemical  weapons. 

We  are  pleased  that  the  final  decla- 
ration includes  the  following  important 
elements. 

•  The  conference  condemned  the 
use  of  chemical  weapons  in  violation  of 
international  law  and  existing  norms. 

•  All  participants  stressed  the  im- 
portance and  continuing  validity  of  the 
Geneva  protocol  of  1925.  States  party  to 
the  protocol  reaffirmed  their  commit- 
ments. This  fully  preserves  the  terms 
on  which  each  party  has  ratified  the 
protocol,  including  their  reservations. 

•  Ten  states  heeded  the  confer- 
ence's call  to  become  parties  to  the 
protocol. 


•  Participants  expressed  grave 
concern  over  the  spread  of  chemical 
weapons  and  called  on  all  to  exercise 
restraint  and  act  responsibly.  For  our 
part,  we  will  continue  to  exercise  ex- 
port controls  and  urge  others  to  do  the 
same. 

•  The  conference  reinforced  the  role 
of  the  Secretary  General  in  investigat- 
ing reports  of  chemical  weapons  use 
and  expressed  support  for  appropriate 
and  effective  actions  under  the  UN 
Charter.  This  includes  consideration  of 
international  sanctions  under  Chap- 
ter VII  of  the  UN  Charter. 

It  remains  for  the  international 
community  to  translate  this  consensus 
into  relevant  actions  toward  these 
goals. 

The  United  States  is  grateful  for 
the  extraordinary  efforts  of  President 
Mitterrand  and  the  French  Government 
in  organizing  and  hosting  this  historic 
meeting. 


'Press  release  1  of  Jan.  8,  1989. 
2Press  release  2  of  Jan.  10.  ■ 


Nuclear  and  Space  Arms  Talks 
Conclude  Round  10 


PRESIDENT'S  STATEMENT, 
NOV.  16,  19881 

Today  marks  the  close  of  round  10  of 
the  nuclear  and  space  talks  between 
the  United  States  and  the  Soviet 
Union.  Throughout  these  negotiations, 
my  objective  has  been  to  achieve  agree- 
ment with  the  Soviet  Union  on  deep, 
equitable,  and  verifiable  reductions  in 
the  strategic  nuclear  arsenals  of  both 
sides  as  part  of  a  comprehensive  effort 
to  enhance  strategic  stability  and  re- 
duce the  risk  of  war. 

We  have  made  significant  progress 
in  these  negotiations.  We  have  con- 
cluded and  begun  implementation  of  the 
INF  [Intermediate-Range  Nuclear 
Forces]  Treaty,  the  first  to  eliminate 
an  entire  class  of  U.S.  and  Soviet  mis- 
siles, with  the  most  extensive  verifi- 
cation provisions  in  any  arms  control 
agreement. 

In  the  strategic  arms  reduction 
talks  (START),  we  have  also  made 
progress  toward  our  goal  of  securing 
reductions  in  the  most  destabilizing  of 
nuclear  forces — fast-flying  ballistic  mis- 
siles, especially  heavy  intercontinental 
ballistic  missiles  (ICBMs)  with  multiple 


warheads.  The  negotiators  have  re- 
corded extensive  and  significant  areas 
of  agreement,  as  well  as  remaining 
areas  of  disagreement,  in  a  joint 
START  draft  treaty  text.  This  joint 
draft  treaty  also  reflects  the  areas  of 
agreement  which  General  Secretary 
Gorbachev  and  I  reached  during  our 
meetings  in  Geneva  and  Reykjavik  and 
at  the  Washington  and  Moscow  sum- 
mits, as  well  as  progress  made  at  the 
U.S. -Soviet  ministerial  meetings  and  in 
10  rounds  of  negotiations  in  Geneva. 

In  START  we  are  well  on  our  way 
toward  an  agreement  which  will  signifi- 
cantly reduce  the  levels  of  U.S.  and 
Soviet  strategic  nuclear  arsenals.  We 
have  agreement  on  50%  reductions  in 
deployed  strategic  forces,  to  a  ceiling  of 
6,000  warheads  on  1,600  strategic  nu- 
clear delivery  vehicles,  and  sublimits  of 
4,900  ballistic  missile  warheads,  and 
1,540  warheads  on  154  heavy  missiles. 
Both  sides  have  agreed  that  there  will 
be  approximately  50%  reduction  in 
throw-weight  for  Soviet  ballistic  mis- 
siles, to  equal  ceilings  for  both  sides. 
Agreement  has  been  reached  on  the 
number  of  warheads  attributed  to  each 
existing  type  of  ballistic  missile  and  on 
some  of  the  counting  rules  for  heavy 


bomber  armaments.  Agreement  has 
also  been  reached  on  the  outlines  of  a 
verification  regime,  including  several 
kinds  of  on-site  inspection,  data  ex- 
change, and  measures  to  reduce  the 
possibility  of  cheating.  Both  sides  have 
presented  detailed  proposals  in  these 
areas. 

Major  areas  of  disagreement  re- 
main, including  with  respect  to  mobile 
intercontinental  ballistic  missiles,  sea- 
launched  cruise  missiles,  rules  of  ac- 
counting for  air-launched  cruise  mis- 
siles, sublimits  on  ICBM  warheads, 
modernization  of  heavy  ICBMs,  and  So- 
viet attempts  to  link  a  START  treaty  to 
provisions  that  would  cripple  the  Stra- 
tegic Defense  Initiative  (SDI). 

In  the  defense  and  space  talks,  we 
have  continued  to  seek  agreement  on 
how  we  and  the  Soviets  could  jointly 
manage  a  stable  transition  to  increased 
reliance  on  effective  defenses,  should 
they  prove  feasible.  SDI  is  our  best 
hope  for  a  safer  world,  one  in  which 
deterrence  is  increasingly  based  on  de- 
fenses— which  threaten  no  one — rather 
than  on  the  threat  of  retaliation.  It  has 
also  been  an  important  incentive  for  the 
Soviets  to  negotiate  for  nuclear  arms 
reductions.  We  will  not  bargain  SDI 
away  or  accept  restrictions  on  SDI  be- 
yond those  actually  agreed  in  the  Anti- 
ballistic  Missile  (ABM)  Treaty. 

Finally  continued  Soviet  un- 
willingness to  dismantle  the  large 
phased-array  radar  at  Krasnoyarsk, 
which  is  a  significant  violation  of  a  cen- 
tral element  of  the  ABM  Treaty,  re- 
mains a  matter  of  deep  concern.  We 
have  made  it  clear  to  the  Soviets  that 
we  will  not  accept  less  than  full  com- 
pliance with  the  treaty  and  that  we  will 
not  be  able  to  conclude  any  further 
strategic  arms  control  agreements  until 
that  violation  is  corrected  in  a  verifia- 
ble manner  that  meets  our  criteria. 

As  this  round  concludes,  I  want  to 
express  my  appreciation  to  Ambas- 
sadors Max  Kampelman,  Reed  Hanmer, 
and  Henry  Cooper  and  their  teams  for 
the  outstanding  job  they  have  done  in 
these  negotiations. 

In  the  nuclear  and  space  talks,  we 
have  come  a  long  way  toward  agree- 
ments that  will  strengthen  our  security 
and  that  of  our  allies.  But  we  want 
good  treaties,  not  quick  ones,  and  we 
will  not  take  shortcuts.  We  leave  the 
next  Administration  a  solid  foundation 
upon  which  to  build  in  the  future,  and  I 
am  confident  that,  if  the  Soviets  are 
prepared  to  make  further  progress,  we 
will  be  able  to  resolve  the  difficult  re- 
maining issues. 


■Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Nov.  21,  1988. 
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The  1988  Trade  Bill 


The  following  report  was  presented 
by  Ambassador  Alan  F.  Holmer,  Dep- 
uty U.S.  Trade  Representative,  and  Ju- 
dith Hippler  Bello,  General  Counsel, 
Office  of  the  U.S.  Trade  Representative, 
to  a  conference  of  foreign  diplomats  at 
the  Department  of  State  on  Septem- 
ber 19,  1988. 

In  1974  the  United  States  was  the 
world's  largest  international  creditor. 
Its  merchandise  trade  deficit  was  $5.5 
billion,  and  exports  had  surged  38% 
from  the  previous  year.  And  if  imports 
of  petroleum  (whose  price  had  quad- 
rupled in  1973)  were  excluded,  the  U.S. 
merchandise  trade  position  was  a  sur- 
plus of  more  than  $21  billion.  In  this 
economic  environment,  the  Congress 
passed  a  landmark  trade  bill  providing: 

•  Authority  for  trade  agreements; 

•  A  new  trade  remedy  called  Sec- 
tion 301  to  enforce  trade  agreements 
and  respond  to  other  unfair  foreign  gov- 
ernment practices; 

•  Section  201  escape  clause  relief 
through  temporary  safeguards  mea- 
sures; and 

•  Some  changes  to  other  U.S. 
trade  laws. 

In  1988  the  U.S.  economic  picture 
is  significantly  different.  Since  1974  the 
United  States  has  become  the  world's 
largest  international  debtor,  its  net  for- 
eign debt  exceeding  that  of  Brazil,  Ar- 
gentina, Mexico,  and  all  other  Latin 
American  countries  combined.  Its  trade 
deficit — while  reduced  from  the  peak  of 
$170  billion  in  1987— is  likely  this  year 
to  be  between  $135  and  $140  billion. 
And  certain  trading  partners  have 
amassed  extremely  large  bilateral  sur- 
pluses in  trade  with  the  United  States, 
ranging  up  to  $59.8  billion  for  Japan  in 
1987. 

In  such  far  differing  circumstances, 
new  U.S.  trade  legislation  could  rea- 
sonably be  expected  to  be  quite  dif- 
ferent as  well.  Yet  the  major  trade 
provisions  of  the  Omnibus  Trade  and 
Competitiveness  Act  of  1988  provide: 

•  Authority  for  trade  agreements; 

•  Amendments  to  the  Section  301 
trade  remedy; 

•  Minor  amendments  to  the  Section 
201  escape  clause  remedy;  and 

•  Relatively  minor  amendments  to 
some  other  trade  remedies. 


With  the  recent  passage  and  sig- 
nature of  the  1988  Trade  Act,  it  is  time 
to  stop  stigmatizing,  criticizing,  prop- 
agandizing, and  exaggerating  this  legis- 
lation and,  instead,  to  analyze  it  dispas- 
sionately. Relieved  of  all  the  emotional 
rhetoric  surrounding  its  history,  the  fi- 
nal bill  signed  by  the  President  clearly 
continues  rather  than  contorts  tradi- 
tional U.S.  trade  policy  and  renews 
rather  than  reneges  on  the  U.S.  com- 
mitment to  the  multilateral  trading  sys- 
tem. It  does  not  legislate  barriers  at 
our  borders  to  close  the  U.S.  market 
and  create  a  "Fortress  America"  but 
rather  simply  provides  better  trade 
remedy  tools  to  use  judiciously  to  open 
foreign  markets. 

What  the  Bill  Does  Not  Do 

Before  reviewing  the  bill's  principal 
trade  provisions,  it  is  worthwhile  to 
remember  what  this  bill  does  not  do. 
Earlier  omnibus  trade  bills  included 
provisions  that  would  have: 

•  Established  quotas  on  imports  of 
lamb  and  steel  products  or  unilaterally 
revoked  most-favored-nation  treatment 
for  Romania  and  Angola; 

•  Created  a  private  right  of  action 
in  U.S.  courts  for  customs  fraud,  in 
addition  to  current  administrative 
remedies; 

•  Provided  a  draconian  remedy — 
exclusion  from  the  U.S.  market — for 
"scofflaw"  (i.e.,  repeat)  offenders  of 
U.S.  customs  laws; 

•  Included  requirements  for  the 
carriage  of  automobiles  on  U.S.  vessels; 

•  Required  the  President  to  pro- 
vide relief  automatically  in  safeguards 
actions  in  which  the  U.S.  International 
Trade  Commission  (ITC)  found  injury 
to  U.S.  producers; 

•  Broadly  mandated  retaliation  in 
Section  301  cases  and  required  the 
"self-initiation"  annually  of  such  investi- 
gations (even  when  U.S.  industry  did 
not  seek  such  an  action); 

•  Redefined  the  term  "subsidy"  in 
the  countervailing  duty  law  to  expand 
its  application; 

•  Provided  a  private  right  of  action 
in  U.S.  courts  for  dumping  in  addition 
to  the  antidumping  law; 

•  Provided  relief  against  diversion- 
ary ("upstream"  or  "down-stream") 
dumping,  in  violation  of  existing  inter- 
national rules; 


•  Required  application  of  the  coun- 
tervailing duty  law  to  nonmarket 
economies; 

•  Amended  the  dumping  law  to 
make  it  vastly  more  likely  that  the 
Commerce  Department  would  find 
dumping  where  foreign  producers  and 
exporters  sold  in  the  United  States 
through  a  related  company; 

•  Amended  the  dumping  law  to 
make  it  more  likely  that  the  Commerce 
Department  would  find  dumping  in  any 
case  involving  imports  from  a  non- 
market  economy;  and 

•  Required  the  imposition  of 
sweeping  trade  sanctions  against  "ter- 
rorist" nations. 

In  response  to  strong  objections 
from  the  Administration  (echoed  by 
many  trading  partners),  the  Congress 
simply  dropped  these  and  many  other 
protectionist  provisions  which  were 
antigrowth,  antijobs,  anticonsumer,  and 
anti-U.S.  competitiveness. 

In  part,  this  accomplishment  was 
possible  because  the  two  bills  passed  by 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Senate  differed  so  substantially.  The 
Senate  bill  was  more  objectionable  on 
Sections  201  and  301,  telecommunica- 
tions, and  a  host  of  foreign  relations- 
type  amendments.  The  House  bill  was 
more  problematic  on  amendments  to 
the  antidumping  and  countervailing 
duty  laws  and  other  nontrade  provi- 
sions, such  as  the  Bryant  amendment 
(requiring  the  registration  and  dis- 
closure of  foreign  investment  in  the 
United  States).  This  was  no  accident. 
Those  in  the  Administration  and  Con- 
gress who  wanted  a  protrade  bill  worked 
diligently  at  early  stages  of  the  process 
to  ensure  that  it  was  legislatively  possi- 
ble for  the  conferees  to  choose  a  pro- 
trade  course.  In  virtually  every 
instance  where  the  conferees  had  a 
choice,  they  chose  the  protrade 
alternative. 

In  addition,  many  precisely  or 
nearly  identical  provisions  included  in 
both  bills  were  dropped  by  the  199- 
member  trade  conference  in  response 
to  Administration  objections.  Although 
the  conference's  mandate  was  limited  to 
resolving  differences  between  the  two 
bills,  conferees,  nonetheless,  dumped 
provisions  from  both  bills  on,  for  exam- 
ple, Romanian  most-favored-nation 
treatment,  the  carriage  of  automobiles 
on  U.S.  vessels,  and  sugar  duty 
drawback. 

Even  when  the  trade  conferees  de- 
clined to  eliminate  provisions  altogether, 
time  and  again  they  worked  with  the 
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Administration  to  modify  them  accept- 
ably. Some  provisions  that  originally 
had  a  protectionist  bent  were  recast 
into  acceptable  trade  remedies  with 
sufficient  executive  discretion  to  enable 
their  judicious,  trade-liberalizing  use. 

All  of  this  is  not  to  say  that  the  bill 
is  perfect.  A  number  of  provisions  re- 
mained objectionable  to  the  Admin- 
istration. Indeed,  as  President  Reagan 
said  when  he  signed  the  bill  on  Au- 
gust 23,  1988:  "There  are  some  things 
in  this  bill  I  don't  like."  But  the  Presi- 
dent also  noted  that  the  emphasis  and 
thrust  of  the  bill  are  to  open  markets 
and  ensure  fair  play  around  the  world, 
as  the  following  analysis  shows. 

Trade  Agreements  Authority 

The  centerpiece  of  the  trade  provisions 
of  the  1988  Trade  Act  is  the  renewal  of 
authority  for  trade  agreements.  While 
the  President's  constitutional  powers 
to  conduct  the  foreign  affairs  of  the 
United  States  enable  him  to  negotiate 
trade  agreements  without  Congress' 
blessing,  the  Congress'  constitutional 
powers  to  regulate  commerce  require 
an  effective  executive-congressional 
partnership  to  make  the  trade  agree- 
ments program  work. 

In  1967  the  executive,  without  Con- 
gress' blessing,  negotiated  agreements 
relating  to  dumping  and  the  American 
selling  price  system,  but  Congress  sub- 
sequently refused  to  implement  them. 
To  prevent  such  a  recurrence,  Congress 
and  the  President  invented  the  so- 
called  fast  track  procedures  in  the 
Trade  Act  of  1974.  They  don't  guaran- 
tee that  Congress  will  approve  and  im- 
plement trade  agreements  that  the 
President  negotiates.  But  they  ensure 
that  Congress  will  review  such  agree- 
ments on  an  expedited,  nonamendable 
basis,  greatly  enhancing  the  prospects 
for  congressional  implementation. 

The  principal  achievement  of  the 
1988  act,  like  the  1974  act,  is  its  enact- 
ment of  fast  track  procedures.  Until 
May  31,  1991—5  months  after  the  Uru- 
guay Round  is  scheduled  to  conclude — 
the  President  has  access  to  congres- 
sional fast  track  procedures  for  any 
trade  agreements  he  concludes.  And 
just  in  case  the  Uruguay  Round  con- 
tinues a  bit  longer,  the  President's  ac- 
cess can  be  continued  for  2  additional 
years— until  May  31,  1993— if  only  he 
certifies  to  the  Congress  that,  despite 
progress  in  the  negotiations,  more  time 
is  needed  to  conclude  them. 


These  provisions  renew  the  U.S. 
commitment  to  the  multilateral  trading 
system  which  has  dominated  U.S.  trade 
policy  since  the  establishment  of  the 
General  Agreement  on  Tariffs  and 
Trade  (GATT)  in  1947.  The  United 
States  continues  to  believe  that  peace 
and  prosperity  for  all  nations  are  best 
served  by  agreement  on,  and  observ- 
ance of,  fair  multilateral  rules  by  the 
international  community.  Today's  global 
economy  requires  multilateral  solutions 
to  what  are,  inevitably,  increasingly 
multilateral  problems  defying  merely 
unilateral — and  often  even  bilateral — 
responses. 

It  was  this  abiding  faith  in  the 
efficacy  of  the  international  trading  sys- 
tem that  led  the  United  States  in  Sep- 
tember 1986  to  spearhead  the  launch  of 
the  current  Uruguay  Round  of  multi- 
lateral trade  negotiations.  We  want  to 
modernize  the  GATT — by  improving 
existing  but  inadequate  rules,  as  with 
respect  to  agriculture  and  dispute  set- 
tlement, and  by  extending  GATT  disci- 
pline to  frontier  trade  areas  such  as 
services,  investment,  and  intellectual 
property.  The  1988  act  expresses  strong, 
bipartisan  support  for  the  Administra- 
tion's negotiating  objectives  in  these 
areas.  And  the  tariff  authority  is  the 
broadest  that  has  been  provided  to  any 
Administration  in  decades. 

To  endure  and  prosper,  the  GATT 
must  both  shore  up  and  extend  its  foun- 
dations. In  the  dynamic  20th  (and  in 
the  doubtless  even  more  dynamic  21st) 
century,  the  GATT  must  go  forward 
and  revitalize  or  it  will  surely  fall  back 
and  decline.  Merely  treading  water  is 
neither  possible  nor  acceptable. 

Early  in  the  process  of  the  1988 
act  (1985  and  1986),  it  seemed  to  the 
authors  that  arguing  to  a  congressional 
committee  that  a  provision  violated  the 
GATT  was  perceived  by  some  members 
of  Congress  as  a  reason  to  support  the 
provision.  At  least  one  senator  called 
the  GATT  the  "Gentleman's  Agreement 
to  Talk  and  Talk."  But  all  that  had 
changed  by  1988.  The  leadership  of  the 
trade  committees  decided  to  rid  the 
bill  of  all  GATT-illegal  provisions. 
They  were  uniformly  successful.  No 
GATT-illegal  provisions  remain  in  the 
1988  act. 

This,  then,  is  the  central  message 
of  the  1988  act:  the  United  States  wishes 
not  only  to  maintain  freer  trade  to  the 
extent  it  now  exists  but  also  to  extend 
freer  trade,  to  open  more  markets,  and 
to  increase  the  predictability  of  interna- 
tional rules  for  businesses.  In  this  di- 


rection lie  the  best  prospects  for 
enhancing  world  wealth,  peace,  and 
prosperity. 

Section  301 

While  our  principal  objective  is  to 
achieve  multilateral  trade  liberalization, 
sometimes  this  goal  can  be  stimulated 
through  bilateral  or  even  unilateral  ini- 
tiatives. Section  301  was  enacted  in 
1974  as  the  domestic  trade  remedy  de- 
signed to  help  reach  and  enforce  trade 
agreements  by  providing  for  unilateral 
measures  in  response  to  foreign  govern- 
ment unfair  trade  practices.  Unilateral 
action — retaliation — was  never  con- 
ceived as  the  objective  of  Section  301; 
rather,  the  credible  threat  of  retaliation 
was  intended  to  serve  as  a  stick  that,  in 
combination  with  the  carrot  of  an  open 
U.S.  market,  could  pry  open  foreign 
markets  and  thus  further  liberalize 
trade. 

The  United  States  has  been  criti- 
cized for  its  aggressive  use  of  Section 
301.  Yet  the  results  of  this  program  in 
the  last  3  years  have  been  substantially 
more  open,  freer  trade,  widely  benefit- 
ing producers  and  exporters  in  third 
countries  as  well  as  the  United  States, 
for  example: 

•  The  settlement  we  reached  with 
Japan  on  its  treatment  of  beef1  and  cit- 
rus imports  will  benefit  cattlemen  in 
Australia  and  New  Zealand,  as  well  as 
in  Montana,  and  citrus  growers  in  the 
Mediterranean  and  South  America,  as 
well  as  in  Florida  and  California. 

•  The  nondiscriminatory  tariff  re- 
ductions Japan  made  to  compensate  for 
its  GATT-illegal  leather  and  leather 
footwear  import  quotas  improve  access 
to  Japanese  markets  for  producers  and 
exporters  around  the  globe. 

•  The  U.S.  Section  301  action 
against  the  European  Economic  Com- 
munity (EEC)  for  its  hormone  directive 
resulted  in  a  settlement  under  which 
foreign  meat  products — U.S.  and  third 
country  alike — can  continue  to  be  im- 
ported into  the  EEC  in  1988. 

•  The  Section  301  investigation  of 
Korean  intellectual  property  practices 
resulted  in  an  agreement  under  which 
intellectual  property  rights — U.S.  and 
third  country — are  more  effectively 
protected  to  the  benefit  of  patent  and 
copyright  holders  around  the  globe. 

•  By  enacting  mirror  quotas  under 
Section  301  against  GATT-illegal  import 
quotas  established  in  Portugal  during 
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the  EEC  "enlargement"  to  include  Por- 
tugal and  Spain,  the  United  States 
helped  preserve  freer  trade  in  Por- 
tugal, to  the  benefit  of  all  nations  ex- 
porting to  the  EEC. 

•  In  the  Japan  semiconductors  case, 
the  United  States  sought  to  obtain 
more  equal  access  to  the  Japanese 
"chip"  market  for  all  foreign  producers 
of  semiconductors.  Japanese  observance 
of  this  commitment  would  have  bene- 
fited both  U.S.  and  third-country  chip 
producers. 

•  U.S.  investigations  of  Taiwanese 
practices  resulted  in  Taiwan's  applica- 
tion of  practices  consistent  with  the 
customs  valuation  code  and  improved 
access  for  exporters  of  all  nationalities 
to  the  Taiwan  markets  for  beer,  wine, 
and  tobacco  products. 

These  efforts  by  the  United  States 
illustrate  how  bilateral  agreements — 
achieved  in  part  to  avoid  the  unilateral 
imposition  of  sanctions — often  have  a 
multilateral,  trade-liberalizing  effect 
that  complements  rather  than 
detracts  from  the  GATT  system. 

The  1988  Trade  Act  does  amend 
Section  301  significantly.  It  is  intended 
to  make  it  harder  for  the  executive 
branch  to  sit  on  its  hands  and  do  noth- 
ing (or  next  to  nothing)  in  response  to  a 
foreign  government's  unfair  trade  prac- 
tices. But  although  it  increases  pres- 
sure on  the  executive  to  act  (and  act 
decisively),  it  preserves  sufficient  dis- 
cretion to  ensure  that  such  action  can 
be  judicious  and  trade  liberalizing, 
for  example: 

Transfer  of  Authority.  The  Trade 
Act  specifically  authorizes  the  U.S. 
Trade  Representative  to  determine 
whether  a  foreign  practice  is  unfair  and 
to  act  in  response.  Yet  this  alleged 
"transfer"  of  authority  is  more  symbolic 
than  real.  The  U.S.  Trade  Represent- 
ative serves  at  the  pleasure  of  the  Pres- 
ident, who  retains  constitutional 
authority  to  direct  the  actions  of  his 
subordinates. 

Mandatory  Retaliation.  The  act 

requires  retaliation  in  response  to  vio- 
lations of  trade  agreements  and  other 
agreements  if  such  violations  burden  or 
restrict  U.S.  commerce.  Yet  the  scope 
of  this  requirement  is  limited  to 
breaches  of  agreements  and,  even  then, 
reasonable  exceptions  are  provided, 
i.e.,  if: 

•  A  GATT  dispute  settlement  panel 
finds  that  U.S.  rights  under  the  trade 
agreement  have  not  been  denied; 


•  A  foreign  government  eliminates 
or  agrees  to  phase  out  the  practice 
complained  of  or  its  burden  or  restric- 
tion on  U.S.  commerce; 

•  A  foreign  government  provides 
compensatory  trade  benefits,  or  the 
Trade  Representative  determines 
that  action  under  Section  301  would 
cause  serious  harm  to  the  national 
security;  or 

•  The  Trade  Representative  deter- 
mines (in  extraordinary  cases)  that 
action  under  301  would  cause 

harm  to  the  economy  substantially  out 
of  proportion  to  its  benefits  (taking  into 
account  the  effect  of  inaction  on  the 
credibility  of  the  Section  301  program. 

Illustrative  Unfair  Practices.  The 

act  specifies  export  targeting,  denial  of 
worker  rights,  and  governmental  toler- 
ation of  systematic  private  anticom- 
petitive activities  as  practices  that  can 
be  actionable  under  Section  301,  if  they 
burden  or  restrict  U.S.  commerce.  But 
no  responsive  action  is  required,  even  if 
these  criteria  are  satisfied.  And  the 
statute  underscores  the  discretion  of 
the  U.S.  Trade  Representative  not  to 
initiate  a  Section  301  investigation  if 
he  finds  it  would  not  be  effective  in 
addressing  the  practice. 

The  effect  of  these  admendments  is 
essentially  to  ensure  the  perpetuation 
of  the  aggressive,  effective  use  of  the 
Section  301  program  by  the  Reagan  Ad- 
ministration over  the  last  3  years.  They 
do  not  require  protectionist  actions,  as 
they  allow  ample  discretion  with  re- 
spect to  their  application.  But  they 
sharpen  and  hone  this  particular  trade 
remedy  tool  so  that  it  can  be  used  ef- 
fectively to  promote  open  markets  and 
thus  to  further  liberalize  trade. 

Clearly  the  most  effective  action 
that  can  be  taken  by  a  foreign  country 
that  fears  the  "sting"  of  Section  301 
would  be  (1)  to  ensure  that  its  market 
is  truly  open  to  imports  and  (2)  to  join 
the  United  States  and  other  trading 
partners  in  pushing  for  meaningful 
progress  in  the  Uruguay  Round.  This  is 
the  market-opening  objective  we  seek 
and  which  we  believe  Section  301  can 
help  us  achieve. 

"Super  301" 

So-called  super  301  requires  the  Trade 
Representative  to  start  some  (number 
unspecified)  Section  301  investigations 
on  his  own  motion  in  1989  and  1990. 
Based  on  the  annual  National  Trade 


Estimates  Report  identifying  foreign 
barriers  to  trade  and  investment,  he  is 
to  identify  "priority  trade-liberalizing 
practices  and  countries"  and  then  seek 
to  negotiate  elimination  of  these  unfair 
practices. 

Self-initiated  investigations  or  ac- 
tions were  unprecedented  until  1985, 
when  the  Trade  Representative  and  the 
President  began  resorting  to  them  as 
appropriate  responses  to  priority  trade 
problems.  The  Trade  Representative 
self-initiated  investigations  of  Korean 
insurance  and  intellectual  property 
practices  and  Japanese  tobacco  and 
Brazilian  informatics  policies.  And  the 
President  took  self-initiated  action  in 
response  to  EEC  agricultural  practices 
in  connection  with  Portugal's  and 
Spain's  accession  to  the  Community,  the 
EEC  hormone  directive,  and  Taiwanese 
customs  valuation  and  beer/wine/ 
tobacco  practices. 

Some  (including  the  U.S.  Chamber 
of  Commerce)  consider  "super  301"  as 
requiring  investigations  of  "generic" 
or  "bundled"  foreign  practices  rather 
than  traditional,  more  narrowly  circum- 
scribed practices  (such  as  Japan  tobacco 
or  Brazil  pharmaceuticals).  The  act  cer- 
tainly permits,  but  does  not  require, 
this  approach.  The  extensive  debate  on 
this  provision  in  the  Senate  stresses 
that  "super  301"  is  not  the  son  of  the 
Gephardt  amendment  (which  would  have 
required  draconian  trade  sanctions  un- 
less "excessive  and  unwarranted"  bilat- 
eral trade  surpluses  of  other  nations 
with  the  United  States  were  reduced  at 
least  107c  each  year). 

Self-initiated  Intellectual 
Property  Section  301  Cases 

Another  self-initiation  requirement  is 
to  begin  investigations  each  year — to  be 
conducted  on  an  expedited  basis — of  de- 
nials of  adequate  and  effective  protec- 
tion of  intellectual  property  rights  by 
"priority"  countries.  The  act  gives  the 
Trade  Representative  substantial  dis- 
cretion with  respect  to  this  exercise. 
First,  he  must  identify  those  countries: 

•  That  have  the  most  onerous  or 
egregious  practices  that  deny  adequate 
protection  of  intellectual  property 
rights  or  deny  fair  and  equitable  mar- 
ket access  to  U.S.  persons  that  rely  on 
the  protection  of  intellectual  property 
rights; 

•  Whose  practices  in  this  regard 
have  the  greatest  adverse  impact  on  the 
relevant  U.S.  products;  and 

•  That  are  not  already  entering 
into  good  faith  negotiations  or  making 
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significant  progress  in  negotiations  al- 
ready underway. 

The  act  also  expressly  exempts 
the  Trade  Representative  from  the  self- 
initiation  requirement  if  he  determines 
that  such  initiation  would  be  detrimen- 
tal to  U.S.  economic  interests. 

Antidumping  and 
Countervailing  Duty  Laws 

Trade  experts  have  widely  pronounced 
the  1988  act  as  the  "cleanest"  package 
of  antidumping  and  countervailing  duty 
amendments  in  decades.  As  already 
noted,  a  host  of  GATT-illegal  antidump- 
ing and  countervailing  duty  provisions 
was  either  dumped  from  the  bill  or 
completely  transformed  into  GATT- 
consistent  provisions  (such  as  replacing 
a  diversionary  dumping  provision  in 
violation  of  Article  VI  of  the  GATT  and 
the  GATT  Antidumping  Code,  with  do- 
mestic authority  to  implement  Article 
12  of  the  GATT  Antidumping  Code). 

Perhaps  the  most  interesting — al- 
beit still  modest — amendment  in  this 
regard  is  enhanced  authority  for  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Commerce  (after 
taking  into  account  any  advice  offered 
by  the  U.S.  International  Trade  Com- 
mission) to  prevent  circumvention  of 
antidumping  and  countervailing  duty 
orders  through: 

•  Only  minor  alteration  of  affected 
merchandise;  or 

•  Limited  further  assembly  in  the 
United  States  or  third  countries. 

This  anticircumvention  authority 
applies  only  to  products  already  subject 
to  antidumping  and  countervailing  duty 
orders.  Moreover,  this  change  is  quite 
conservative  compared  to,  for  example, 
recently  adopted  and  implemented  anti- 
dumping practices  of  the  European 
Economic  Community  with  respect  to 
"screwdriver  assembly"  operations 
within  the  EEC. 

In  fact,  the  antidumping  and  coun- 
tervailing duty  amendments  in  the  1988 
act  include  one  quite  innovative  provi- 
sion clearly  intended  to  retain  consis- 
tency with  international  trade  rules.  On 
the  one  hand,  the  Congress  has  defined 
in  the  act  what  constitutes  an  industry 
in  cases  involving  processed  agricul- 
tural products.  On  the  other  hand,  it 
simultaneously  provides  that  this  defi- 
nition shall  cease  to  have  any  effect  if: 

.  .  .  the  Trade  Representative  notifies 
the  |  Department  of  Commerce]  and  the 
I  International  Trade]  Commission  that  the 


application  of  this  [provision]  is  inconsis- 
tent with  the  international  obligations  of 
the  United  States. 

This  expression  of  congressional 
deference  to  the  international  obliga- 
tions of  the  United  States  signals  a 
marked  respect  for  and  a  renewed  com- 
mitment to  the  multilateral  trading 
system.  This  amendment  reflects  the 
Congress'  desire,  wherever  possible,  to 
formulate  U.S.  trade  policy  and  to 
make  and  apply  new  U.S.  trade  law 
so  to  complement  rather  than  thwart 
the  GATT  and  multilateral  trade 
liberalization. 

Section  201 

Section  201  is  the  trade  remedy 
through  which  the  United  States  exer- 
cises its  rights  under  Article  XIX  of 
the  GATT  temporarily  to  restrict  in- 
creasing imports  that  are  injuring  a 
U.S.  industry.  Article  XIX  bestows 
this  right  but  establishes  a  correspond- 
ing obligation:  to  compensate  affecting 
trading  partners  for  such  temporary 
"escape"  from  normal  GATT  obligations. 

Section  201 — past,  present,  and  fu- 
ture— is  the  vehicle  for  exercising  this 
right  and  meeting  this  obligation.  The 
1988  amendments  do  not  change  it  sub- 
stantially. Relief  may  be  provided  by 
the  President  only  if  the  U.S.  Interna- 
tional Trade  Commission  finds  that  in- 
creasing imports  are  a  substantial 
cause  of  serious  injury.  And  even  if  the 
ITC  finds  such  injury,  the  President  is 
not  required  to  provide  relief  if  he  be- 
lieves that  the  costs  of  such  action  out- 
weigh its  benefits.  In  this  respect,  the 
Congress  specifically  rejected  recom- 
mendations that  the  President  be  re- 
quired to  provide  import  relief  if 
recommended  by  the  ITC.  Thus  the 
fundamental  parameters  of  this  remedy 
remain  unchanged. 

The  theme  of  some  Section  201 
amendments  is,  nonetheless,  signifi- 
cant, because  it  stresses  that  the  pur- 
pose of  Section  201  relief  is  to  promote 
adjustment  by  U.S.  producers  to  im- 
port competition.  Petitioners  are  not 
required  to  file  adjustment  plans,  nor 
are  individual  firms  required  to  make 
commitments  about  their  plans  for  any 
adjustment.  And  most  importantly, 
governmental  officials  do  not  determine 
for  the  industry  and  firms  concerned 
how  they  should  adjust  to  import 
competition. 

But  plans  may  be  filed  and  commit- 
ments may  be  made,  and  the  ITC  is 
required  to  take  this  information  into 


account  in  shaping  its  recommendations 
about  relief  (if  it  finds  the  requisite  in- 
jury to  U.S.  industry).  The  ITC  is  re- 
quired to  recommend  those  actions  that 
will  not  only  address  the  injury  but 
also  be  most  effective  in  facilitating  the 
domestic  industry's  positive  adjustment 
to  import  competition.  The  President 
likewise  must  take  into  account  the  in- 
dustry's adjustment  efforts  (including 
any  adjustment  plan  or  commitment 
submitted  to  the  ITC). 

The  amendments  to  Section  201  ex- 
pand the  options  for  the  President  be- 
yond traditional  import  relief,  such  as 
international  negotiations  or  submission 
of  legislative  proposals.  In  addition,  if 
an  industry  has  received  relief  under 
Section  201  for  some  time  period,  it 
cannot  submit  a  new  petition  until  an 
equivalent  time  period  has  elapsed. 

The  act's  amendments  to  Section 
201,  then,  essentially  underscore  the 
reason  GATT  Article  XIX  permits  tem- 
porary safeguards  measures  (subject  to 
the  obligation  to  provide  compensation): 
that  is,  to  allow  producers  seriously 
harmed  by  increasing  imports  a  respite 
in  which  to  adjust  to  import  competition. 

Conclusion 

The  overall  thrust  of  the  trade  provi- 
sions of  the  Omnibus  Trade  and  Com- 
petitiveness Act  is  to  open  markets  and 
liberalize  trade.  Procedurally,  it  does 
increase  the  pressure  on  the  President, 
and  the  U.S.  Trade  Representative  in 
particular,  to  achieve  desired  and  desir- 
able trade  liberalization.  But  it  does 
not  violate  the  international  obligations 
of  the  United  States,  nor  force  the  Ad- 
ministration down  a  protectionist  path. 
It  provides  the  executive  branch  with 
tools  with  which  to  achieve  trade  liber- 
alization and  gives  it  substantial  discre- 
tion to  exercise  in  deciding  how  to  use 
them  in  particular  cases. 

Yes,  the  act  could  theoretically 
be  administered  by  a  future  administra- 
tion in  a  protectionist  way.  But  that  is 
true  of  prior  law  as  well,  and  it  is 
equally  true  that  the  act  can  be  admin- 
istered in  a  way  that  promotes  rather 
than  undermines  multilateral  trade  lib- 
eralization. For  these  reasons,  those 
who  are  concerned  about  the  act  should 
withhold  judgment  pending  its  actual 
administration. 


1  This  was  not  actually  a  Section  301 
case,  but  failure  to  achieve  a  satisfactory 
result  would  almost  certainly  have 
provoked  action  under  Section  301.  ■ 
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Negotiations  Toward  a  New 
International  Coffee  Agreement 


by  W.  Allen  Wallis 

Address  before  the  negotiating  con- 
ference for  a  new  International  Coffee 
Agreement  in  London  on  November  U, 
1988.  Mr.  Wallis  is  Under  Secretary  for 
Economic  Affairs  and  Agriculture. 

I  have  followed  the  work  of  the  ICA 
during  the  past  6  years  and  have  parti- 
cipated in  the  decisions  of  the  U.S. 
Government  about  its  operations.  So,  I 
could  not  pass  up  the  opportunity  to  sit 
in  a  meeting  and  to  say  a  few  words 
about  the  views  of  the  United  States 
about  the  ICA. 

As  background,  I  will  first  describe 
the  perspective  from  which  we  view  the 
ICA:  How  we  view  the  behavior  of  com- 
modity prices,  how  we  view  the  eco- 
nomic function  of  prices,  and  what  we 
consider  to  be  the  function  of  com- 
modity agreements.  That  is,  I  will 
point  out  some  general  characteristics 
of  commodity  prices  and  of  commodity 
agreements  before  I  turn  to  coffee  and 
the  ICA  specifically. 

Commodity  Price  Behavior 

We  are  experiencing  currently  an  inter- 
esting and  instructive  period  in  interna- 
tional commodity  markets.  In  recent 
years,  there  has  been  a  weakening  of 
the  price  of  internationally  traded  oil, 
and  for  most  of  this  decade,  the  prices 
of  many  commodities  have  been  low. 
The  prices  paid  by  consumers  for  inter- 
nationally traded  primary  commodities 
other  than  fuel  (after  adjustment  for 
inflation)  have  been  lower  than  at  any 
time  since  the  Second  World  War. 

Among  the  many  influences  on 
commodity  prices,  one  of  special  impor- 
tance was  the  termination  at  the  begin- 
ning of  this  decade  of  a  period  of  high 
inflation  that  had  been  going  on  for 
more  than  15  years.  Termination  of  the 
inflation  was,  of  course,  generally  bene- 
ficial, but  it  was  accompanied  by  a  tem- 
porary recession  in  economic  activity. 
Commodity  prices  are  especially  sen- 
sitive to  both  inflation  and  recession.  A 
world  index  of  real  commodity  prices 
has  been  rising  since  1983,  along  with 
steady,  though  modest,  economic  growth 
in  the  world  economy  and  strong  growth 
in  the  United  States. 


After  adjusting  for  inflation  and  for 
fluctuations  in  exchange  rates,  the  ma- 
jor determinant  of  commodity  prices 
appears  to  be  the  rate  of  world  eco- 
nomic growth.  Specific  commodities  are 
subject  to  their  own  specific  influences; 
for  example,  frost  and  drought  have 
powerful  effects  on  coffee  prices.  Those 
specific  influences  temporarily  obscure 
the  longer  term  trends,  which  other- 
wise are  about  the  same  for  coffee  as 
for  commodities  in  general. 

Economic  Function  of  Prices 

These  temporary  influences,  however, 
illuminate  certain  features  common  to 
the  markets  for  most  commodities. 
Most  commodities  have  volatile  prices; 
they  react  sharply  to  decreases  or  in- 
creases of  quantities  available.  The  vol- 
atility of  commodity  prices  stimulates 
efforts  to  stabilize  prices. 

The  special  characteristics  of  com- 
modity markets — inelastic  demands,  in 
the  short  run,  and  consequently,  vol- 
atile prices — create  almost  irresistible 
temptations  to  try  to  influence  the 
course  of  prices.  These  temptations 
give  rise  to  seductive  arguments,  effec- 
tive even  in  importing  countries,  favor- 
ing intervention. 

Until  about  1960,  the  most  common 
response  to  this  state  of  affairs  was  for 
producers  to  attempt  to  form  a  cartel. 
A  few  examples,  such  as  OPEC  [Orga- 
nization of  Petroleum  Exporting  Coun- 
tries], have  occurred  more  recently. 
Few,  if  any,  of  the  cartels  have  suc- 
ceeded after  their  first  few  years.  And 
the  attempts  have  been  expensive,  be- 
cause they  resulted  in  accumulations  of 
unsold  supplies,  because  they  attracted 
new  producers  into  the  market,  and  be- 
cause they  reduced  consumption.  These 
experiences  have  discouraged  others 
from  trying  to  imitate  them. 

When  we  consider  other  forms  of 
intervention,  such  as  international  com- 
modity agreements  with  both  producers 
and  consumers  participating,  we  should 
bear  in  mind  the  informational  function 
of  a  free  price  system.  Prices  are  a 
decentralized  system  of  communication 
and  incentives  that  make  economies, 
and  the  world  economy,  efficient. 


•  Prices  convey  information.  They 
tell  what  is  wanted  and  how  much  it  is 
wanted  in  relation  to  the  prices  of  things 
that  will  be  given  up  to  provide  it. 

•  Prices  furnish  an  incentive  to 
adopt  the  least  costly  methods  of  pro- 
duction and,  thereby,  use  resources  for 
their  most  highly  valued  purposes. 

•  Prices  determine  how  income 
is  distributed. 

These  points  have  a  bearing  on  the 
arguments  for  and  against  participating 
in  international  commodity  agreements 
and  can  be  used  to  test  both  the  sound- 
ness of  the  arguments  and  the  sound- 
ness of  particular  provisions  in  such 
agreements. 

The  economic  functions  of  prices 
apply  with  special  force  to  long-run 
trends  or  averages.  Short-run  move- 
ments of  prices  that  are  quickly  re- 
versed have  relatively  little  information 
content  and  relatively  little  incentive 
effect  on  production.  For  a  storable 
commodity,  an  exceptionally  low  price 
serves  as  an  incentive  to  consume  more 
and  produce  less  of  it,  but  it  also  serves 
as  an  incentive  to  store  it  and  deliver  it 
to  the  market  later  when  the  price  is 
higher.  A  commodity  agreement  can 
engage  in  or  encourage  this  storing 
function,  reducing  the  volatility  of  the 
commodity's  price  without  affecting  the 
long-run  accuracy  of  the  price  signal  in 
the  market.  This  is  the  basic  idea  that 
underlies  a  potentially  sound  com- 
modity agreement. 

Commodity  Agreements 

As  you  know,  the  U.S.  Government  has 
studied  the  design  of  commodity  agree- 
ments carefully  and  has  found  that 
there  are  very  few  that  consistently 
benefit  commodity  producers  and  con- 
sumers. There  are  several  reasons  for 
this,  most  notably  the  following  two. 
First,  few  such  agreements  as  actually 
negotiated  are  economically  sound  and 
viable,  if  implemented  as  written;  most 
often,  they  clearly  contain  the  seeds  of 
their  own  destruction.  Second,  even 
when  an  agreement  is  sound  in  theory, 
in  practice  it  turns  out  almost  invari- 
ably to  have  effects  very  different  from 
those  intended. 

The  disadvantages  of  commodity 
agreements  have  been  demonstrated  by 
long  and  bitter  experience.  Neverthe- 
less, under  certain  circumstances,  a 
commodity  agreement  can — at  least  in 
theory — increase  the  welfare  of  both 
producers  and  consumers  by  reducing 
price  instability  in  the  manner  I  noted 
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a  moment  ago.  While  arguments  to  that 
effect  often  seem  to  be  mere  wishful 
thinking  or  masks  for  other  objectives, 
nevertheless,  it  is  important  to  take  a 
pragmatic  approach  and  examine  care- 
fully whether  a  proposed  commodity  ar- 
rangement might  work  beneficially. 

An  international  commodity  agree- 
ment almost  always  is  claimed  to  have 
as  its  principal  aim  the  stabilization  of 
the  prices  of  the  commodities  it  covers. 
On  the  surface,  "stabilize"  seems  to  re- 
fer only  to  reducing  the  volatility  of 
commodity  prices.  This  aim  is  legiti- 
mate, and  I  emphasize  again  that  it 
benefits  both  producers  and  consumers. 

In  addition,  however,  the  term 
"stabilize"  often  takes  on  the  connota- 
tion of  "support" — to  hold  the  price 
higher,  on  the  average,  than  it  would  be 
in  a  free  market.  The  existence  of  an 
agreement  creates  a  temptation  to  pro- 
ducers to  try  to  elevate  the  average 
price.  If  an  agreement  does  that,  it 
transfers  income  from  consumers  to 
producers,  obstructs  the  information 
function  of  prices,  and — most  impor- 
tant— sets  in  motion  forces  that  will 
lead  inevitably  to  the  collapse  or  termi- 
nation of  the  agreement.  The  damage 
that  follows  the  collapse  more  than  off- 
sets the  advantages  that  were  obtained 
while  the  agreement  appeared  to  be 
working,  even  for  producers.  For  con- 
sumers, it  is  against  their  interest  from 
the  start  to  help  raise  the  average  price 
of  the  commodity,  and  while  the  market 
chaos  that  follows  the  collapse  is  not 
as  damaging  to  consumers  as  to  pro- 
ducers, it  is  not  likely  to  benefit  con- 
sumers more  than  temporarily. 

U.S.  Position  on  ICA 

What  I  have  said  summarizes  the  back- 
ground against  which  the  United  States 
has  studied  the  advantages  and  disad- 
vantages of  various  features  of  the  In- 
ternational Coffee  Agreement  as  it  is 
and  as  it  might  be  changed — not  only 
the  direct  effects  on  the  United  States 
but  also  the  indirect  effects  through 
its  effects  on  friendly  countries.  The  is- 
sues are  complex,  but  we  are  near  a 
conclusion. 

The  expiring  ICA  differs  from 
other  commodity  agreements  in  which 
the  United  States  has  participated  in 
recent  years  (namely,  rubber  currently 
and  sugar  formerly)  in  that  it  has  no 
buffer  stock  and  no  rules  governing  the 
accumulation  and  release  of  official 
stocks  in  producing  countries.  If  all  of 
its  provisions  were  fully  implemented, 


however,  including  the  prohibition  on 
sales  at  discounted  prices  to  nonmem- 
ber  importing  countries,  it  would  work 
in  a  manner  similar  to  a  buffer  stock 
arrangement.  It  imposes  quotas  on  ex- 
ports by  producer  countries  to  member 
importing  countries  at  times  of  price 
downswings,  but  there  is  no  provision 
for  restricting  production.  If  non- 
member  countries  have  to  pay  the  same 
prices  for  coffee  as  do  member  coun- 
tries, the  quotas  force  the  accumulation 
of  stocks.  These  can  then  be  sold  at 
times  of  scarcity  and  high  prices,  such 
as  we  had  early  in  1986.  The  relaxation 
and  subsequent  suspension  of  quotas  as 
prices  rose  made  the  accumulated  stocks 
available  to  mitigate  the  scarcity.  That 
fits  the  theory  of  how  it  should  work — 
unless  the  stocks  that  should  have  been 
accumulated  when  prices  were  low  were 
not  accumulated  but  were  instead  sold 
to  nonmembers,  hence  are  not  available 
to  mitigate  the  scarcity. 

The  U.S.  Government  is  concerned 
about  income  levels  and  income  sta- 
bility in  many  of  the  countries  that  de- 
pend heavily  on  coffee  for  their  export 
revenues.  These  points,  together  with 
those  I  set  out  earlier  on  the  argu- 
ments for  sound  commodity  agreements 
in  general,  are  the  reasons  why  the 
United  States  joined  the  ICA  and  are 
the  principal  reasons  for  negotiating  a 
new  agreement.  As  you  know,  however, 
we  do  not  believe  that  all  is  well  with 
the  coffee  agreement.  During  some  per- 
iods, the  agreement  has  raised  prices 
above  the  appropriate  level,  becoming 
itself  a  source  of  instability.  When  it 
supports  prices  above  the  long-run 
equilibrium  level  that  would  prevail  in 
a  free  market,  the  agreement  levies  a 
hidden  tax  on  consumers  and  subsidizes 
production  in  exporting  countries.  There 
is  no  precise  estimate  of  the  excess  cost 
to  consumers  caused  by  the  ICA — in 
fact,  the  amount  obviously  varies  from 
year  to  year  and  may  even  have  been 
negative  in  1986  and  1987 — but  some  es- 
timates for  some  years  are  several  bil- 
lion dollars.  That  is,  the  ICA  has 
involved  "stabilization"  in  both  of  the 
two  senses  that  I  described — reducing 
volatility  and  artificially  raising  the 
level. 

Some  argue  that  we  should  accept 
this  transfer  of  income  on  the  grounds 
that  it  provides  aid  to  developing  coffee- 
producing  countries.  Such  "aid,"  how- 
ever is  indiscriminate — so  much  so  that 
it  is  fair  to  doubt  whether  much  of  it 
goes  to  the  producing  countries  them- 
selves. When  stocks  accumulated  in  the 
first  few  years  of  the  current  agree- 


ment, many  members  sold  coffee  at  a 
discount  to  nonmember  countries. 
Some  are  still  doing  it,  a  matter  of 
grave  concern. 

Through  the  operation  of  the  two- 
tier  market,  nonmember  countries  re- 
ceive subsidies  of  several  hundred  mil- 
lion dollars  a  year:  They  are  the  only 
countries  that,  with  certainty,  benefit 
from  the  operation  of  the  ICA.  A  sub- 
stantial part  of  the  potential  benefit  to 
producers  from  artificially  high  prices 
for  coffee  is  simply  passed  through  to 
nonmembers.  Another  substantial  part 
was  returned  to  member  importing 
countries  (and  shared  with  nonmem- 
bers) in  1986  and  1987,  when  previously 
accumulated  stocks  were  partly  worked 
off.  But  this  benefit  for  all  importing 
countries  was  less  than  member  coun- 
tries were  entitled  to,  because  much  of 
the  stocks  that  should  have  been  accu- 
mulated had  been  sold  earlier  at  dis- 
counts to  nonmembers.  In  addition, 
even  when  prices  are  higher  than  they 
otherwise  would  be,  this  often  fails  to 
improve  welfare  in  producing  countries, 
because  marketing  boards  and  similar 
arrangements  keep  the  higher  prices 
from  reaching  producers. 

Since  the  United  States  first  joined 
the  ICA  in  1962,  U.S.  per  capita  con- 
sumption of  coffee  has  declined  by  40%. 
While  it  is  not  clear  how  much  of  this 
reduction  is  due  to  the  ICA,  it  is 
clear  that  it  certainly  did  not  benefit 
producers.  Hence,  the  net  result  of 
the  ICA  for  either  producer  members 
or  consumer  members  is  at  best 
problematical. 

What  is  clear  is  that  the  way  that 
the  present  ICA  operates  makes  nei- 
ther economic  nor  political  sense  and 
should  not  continue.  The  manner  of  op- 
eration of  a  new  ICA,  to  be  acceptable 
to  the  United  States,  must  be  more 
market  oriented.  It  must  focus  on  sta- 
bilizing prices  around  their  free-market 
trend  without  raising  their  average 
level.  In  sum,  it  must  be  both  eco- 
nomically beneficial  and  politically 
realistic. 

Future  U.S.  Participation  in  ICA 

For  several  years,  the  U.S.  delegations 
to  meetings  of  this  organization  have 
tried  to  persuade  other  delegations  to 
operate  the  ICA  in  a  manner  that 
would  do  a  minimum  of  violence  to  the 
play  of  market  forces.  We  are  pleased 
that  there  has  been  some  progress.  I 
must  make  it  clear,  however,  that  the 
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remaining  problems  are  so  serious  that 
our  participation  in  a  new  ICA  is  in 
jeopardy.  The  two  most  serious  of  these 
problems  are  the  two-tier  market — the 
sales  to  nonmember  countries  at  prices 
below  those  paid  by  member  coun- 
tries— and  the  inability  of  our  industry 
to  obtain  adequate  supplies  of  the  types 
of  coffee  our  consumers  prefer.  Despite 
a  great  deal  of  effort,  the  former  prob- 
lem, in  particular,  continues  unabated 
and  casts  a  pall  over  the  negotiations — 
to  such  an  extent  that  it  was  a  serious 
question  in  our  Administration  whether 
even  to  participate  in  the  present 
negotiation. 

In  carrying  out  our  comprehensive 
analysis  of  the  problems  in  the  agree- 
ment and  their  possible  solutions,  we 
are  consulting  with  major  producing 
and  consuming  countries,  with  the  sec- 
retariat of  this  organization,  with  our 
domestic  industry,  and  with  all  inter- 
ested departments  of  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment. We  find  wide  agreement  about 
the  nature  of  the  problems,  but  so  far 
we  find  no  convergence  on  solutions. 
Large  and  influential  groups  both  in 
our  government  and  in  our  private  sec- 
tor strongly  prefer  a  free  market  and 
oppose  our  participation  in  this  negotia- 
tion. Every  solution  proposed  for  a  new 
agreement  is  adamantly  opposed  by 
some  group  in  our  government,  in  our 
industry,  or  in  other  countries.  Thus,  in 
this  negotiation  you  face  a  formidable 
task,  for  it  is  not  clear  that  a  new  ICA 
can  be  devised  that  can  be  signed  and 
ratified  by  a  sufficient  number  of  coun- 
tries, including  the  United  States,  to 
make  it  viable. 

Despite  the  disagreements  in  the 
United  States  about  what  could  be 
done,  there  is  unanimous  agreement 
that  the  present  ICA  has  not  worked 
acceptably  well.  An  acceptable  agree- 
ment should  focus  on  reducing  price 
volatility  by  withholding  supplies  when 
prices  are  exceptionally  low  and  releas- 
ing supplies  when  prices  are  excep- 
tionally high,  relative  to  trend.  It  must 
eschew  any  effort  to  elevate  the  price 
above  the  free-market  trend. 

Despite  the  formidable  difficulties 
that  I  have  described,  I  believe  that  the 
negotiations  that  are  starting  here  to- 
day can  produce  a  new  International 
Coffee  Agreement  that  will  benefit  both 
producers  and  consumers.  It  will  have 
to  be  fundamentally  different  from  the 
present  agreement.  So  you  are  setting 
out  on  a  difficult  task.  Your  chances  of 
success  are  greater  if  you  understand 
the  difficulties,  and  face  up  to  them.  ■ 


Telecommunications  and  Economic 
Development  in  the  Caribbean 


by  Parker  W.  Borg 

Address  before  the  conference 
on  the  Caribbean,  sponsored  by  the 
Caribbean/Central  American  Action 
(CCAA)  and  the  Caribbean  Telecom- 
munications Council,  in  Miami  on 
November  30,  1988.  Ambassador  Borg 
is  Deputy  Coordinator  and  Deputy  Di- 
rector of  the  Bureau  of  International 
Communications  and  Information 
Policy. 

My  remarks  today  will  focus  on  one  of 
the  most  important  goals  of  U.S.  inter- 
national communications  and  informa- 
tion policy:  expanding  the  economic  and 
social  benefits  of  the  information  age  to 
the  developing  nations.  Telecommunica- 
tions advances  offer  unprecedented  op- 
portunities for  countries  across  the 
globe.  There  are  few  other  developing 
regions,  however,  where  the  impact  of 
recent  telecommunications  technology 
is  so  evident  or  where  the  potential 
for  future  growth  is  so  great  as  in  the 
Caribbean  Basin.  In  many  ways,  the 
Caribbean  serves  as  a  model  for  the 
developing  world  on  the  effective  use 
of  telecommunications  technologies  for 
economic  progress. 

Recent  telecommunications  devel- 
opments in  the  Caribbean  Basin  permit 
me  to  easily  cite  numerous  local  exam- 
ples to  make  a  very  basic  but  little- 
recognized  point:  Efficient  telecom- 
munications networks  are  not  luxuries 
reserved  for  the  industrialized  world. 
Rather,  they  are  essential  elements  for 
the  economic  progress  of  every  nation 
in  a  competitive  world  market  increas- 
ingly dependent  on  the  latest 
information. 


The  Changing  Environment 

In  the  last  10  years,  sophisticated  tele- 
communications networks  have  become 
the  central  nervous  system  of  a  new 
service-oriented  global  economy.  Trade 
in  services  now  represents  over  30%  of 
world  trade,  and  the  percentage  is  in- 
creasing quickly.  Today,  people  are  do- 
ing much  more  than  just  talking  on  the 
phone.  While  voice  communications  con- 
tinue to  dominate  our  telecommunica- 
tions networks,  machine-generated 
traffic  is  gaining  rapidly.  In  fact,  on 
AT&T's  U.S.  network,  data  traffic  is 


soaring  by  some  15%-20%  per  year  and 
could  well  account  for  half  its  traffic  by 
the  mid-1990s. 

The  world  market  for  these  new 
"value  added"  or  "enhanced"  telecom- 
munications services  is  growing  by  20% 
per  year,  as  opposed  to  5%  for  tele- 
phony and  telex.  The  rising  value  of 
these  services  is  demonstrated  by  the 
fact  that  one  of  the  largest  U.S.  air 
carriers,  American  Airlines,  now  earns 
more  revenue  from  its  computerized 
reservation  service  than  from  its  tradi- 
tional airlines  business.  American  Air- 
lines, incidentally,  runs  much  of  its  high 
volume  reservation  system  from  com- 
puters located  in  the  Dominican 
Republic. 

Instantaneous  communications  have 
created  a  global  financial  market  in 
which  daily  transactions  exceed  $1  tril- 
lion— or  about  the  same  as  the  entire 
annual  budget  of  the  U.S.  Government. 
Most  of  these  transactions  move  elec- 
tronically across  national  borders  via 
international  computer  networks.  The 
October  19,  1987,  stock  market  crash — 
which  reverberated  instantaneously  in 
financial  markets  around  the  world — 
confirmed  how  pervasive  these  net- 
works have  become. 

The  transformations  propelled  by 
communications  and  information  tech- 
nologies rank  among  the  most  revolu- 
tionary in  human  history.  The  U.S. 
Congressional  Office  of  Technology  As- 
sessment, in  a  May  1988  report,  noted: 
"The  potential  productivity  gains  in  this 
area — the  movement  and  organization 
of  information — are  at  least  as  great  as 
those  produced  when  the  first  Indus- 
trial Revolution  began  to  revolutionize 
productivity  in  moving  and  transform- 
ing material  objects." 

In  today's  information  age,  access 
to  ideas — no  matter  where  they  are  de- 
veloped— is  the  key  to  national  success. 
Information  is  as  crucial  to  us  as  cap- 
ital, geography,  and  raw  materials  were 
in  the  past.  As  a  result,  nations  are 
recognizing  that  material  well-being  in 
the  information  age  requires  a  freer 
flow  of  ideas  and  information.  Even 
communist  regimes  are  opening  up 
their  political  systems  and  promoting 
market-oriented  policies  in  response  to 
information  age  realities.  Let  me  offer 
a  quote  here. 
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The  era  of  the  1980's  has  ushered  in  the 
dawn  of  the  Information  Age.  The  combi- 
nation of  digital  telecommunications  fibre 
optics  and  computers  have  brought  civiliza- 
tion to  the  threshold  of  the  third  tech- 
nological revolution.  The  synergistic 
effects  of  these  for  us  are  simply  mind  bog- 
gling. The  potential  impact  on  our 
way  of  living  is  staggering  and  infinite. 

Which  futurist  am  I  quoting  here? 
Neither  an  American  nor  a  European, 
but  a  citizen  of  the  Caribbean  Basin, 
the  Honorable  Dr.  Keith  Mitchel, 
Minister  of  Utilities  of  Grenada,  who 
spoke  these  words  earlier  this  month 
at  the  second  annual  meeting  of  the 
CARICOM  [Caribbean  Community 
and  Common  Market]  ministers  of 
telecommunication. 


Telecommunications  and 
Economic  Development 

What  do  these  dramatic  changes  mean 
for  the  developing  world  in  general  and 
the  Caribbean  nations  in  particular?  I 
would  like  to  make  three  points  here. 

First,  while  universal  service  must 
certainly  remain  a  priority  for  all  coun- 
tries— industrialized  and  developing — 
providing  the  fastest,  most  modern 
telecommunications  system  for  urban 
and  industrial  areas  should  not  be  over- 
looked. Just  as  good  harbors,  fertile 
soil,  and  mineral  wealth  were  critical 
resources  for  past  economic  develop- 
ment, good  telephone  connections  with 
the  outside  world  will  be  among  the 
most  important  resources  of  the  infor- 
mation age.  Those  states  with  the  best 
telecommunications  will  have  a  distinct 
advantage  over  any  neighbor  who  fails 
to  exploit  this  basic  resource  of  the 
information  age. 

This  business-oriented  side  of  the 
telecommunication  picture  should  be 
recognized  for  what  it  is — an  engine  of 
economic  growth,  increased  employ- 
ment, and  more  revenues  to  pay  for 
other  development  needs,  such  as  the 
extension  of  universal  service,  but  in- 
cluding also  housing,  education,  and 
health  care.  Telecommunications  offer 
more  bang  for  scarce  bucks,  because 
improved  technology  has  actually 
brought  down  the  cost  of  providing  and 
maintaining  telecommunications  serv- 
ices. Recent  economic  studies  on  the 
relationship  between  telecommunica- 
tions availability  and  economic  growth 
in  the  Philippines  and  Costa  Rica 
established  cost-benefit  ratios  of  over 
5  to  1  and  in  some  sectors  48  to  1. 


A  modern  telecommunications  in- 
frastructure is  also  a  magnet  for  much 
needed  foreign  investment,  since  the 
burgeoning  telecommunications  service 
providers  and  users  invariably  seek  to 
operate  in  countries  with  high-quality 
telecommunications  networks  and  a  lib- 
eral regulatory  climate.  In  addition,  the 
rapidity  of  telecommunications  ad- 
vances has  made  it  possible  for  many 
nations  to  "leapfrog"  technology.  It  is 
not  only  possible,  but  logical,  for  coun- 
tries to  move  to  the  latest  equipment 
and  systems  without  investing  in  the 
intermediary  stages  that  evolved  in  in- 
dustrialized countries. 

Second,  competition  tends  to  pro- 
duce more  options  for  the  demanding 
users  of  today.  New  telecommunications 
services  and  technologies — from  per- 
sonal computers,  automated  teller  ma- 
chines, telefax  machines,  data  bases, 
digital  private  networks,  and  comput- 
erized airline  reservation  systems — are 
revolutionizing  the  way  we  do  business. 
The  traditional  telecommunications  mo- 
nopolies lack  both  the  vision  and  the 
resources  to  offer  the  variety  of  serv- 
ices that  are  now  available  and  at  the 
low  costs  required  by  a  dynamic  busi- 
ness sector. 

Many  countries  are  concluding, 
therefore,  as  we  did  some  time  ago  in 
the  United  States,  that  telecommunica- 
tions is  no  longer  a  natural  monopoly. 
In  addition  to  the  United  States,  which 
broke  up  AT&T  in  1984,  the  United 
Kingdom  and  Japan  have  both  pri- 
vatized their  former  telecommunica- 
tions monopolies  and  allowed  a 
competitor  in  basic  telephone  services. 
The  list  of  countries  which  have  opened 
their  markets  to  competition  in  termin- 
al equipment  and  the  provision  of  en- 
hanced services  is  growing  significantly 
as  a  result  of  the  European  Commu- 
nity's "Green  Paper,"  which  is  to 
be  fully  implemented  by  1992.  The 
Netherlands  and  the  Federal  Republic 
of  Germany  are  both  already  well  into 
the  process  of  liberalizing  their  tele- 
communications monopolies.  These 
countries  are  finding  that  competition 
not  only  brings  down  costs  but  in- 
creases the  variety  of  services  offered. 

Third,  some  countries  are  discover- 
ing that  privatization  can  offer  advan- 
tages beyond  those  brought  by  competi- 
tion. Many  states  are  finding  that  a 
private  company  not  only  can  offer 
more  innovative  services  but  also  can 
overcome  many  of  the  management 
difficulties  that  plague  government 
bureaucracies.  Privatization  can  also 


garner  revenue  for  hard-pressed  na- 
tional budgets.  By  the  same  token,  pri- 
vatizing a  telecommunications  entity  is 
an  excellent  way  to  access  capital  for 
development  purposes,  since  the  pri- 
vatized company  can  tap  commercial 
lending  sources.  Jamaica,  for  example, 
sold  29%  of  its  state  telephone  company 
to  Cable  &  Wireless  last  year,  gaining 
$55  million  for  its  national  treasury  and 
expanding  its  credit  possibilities. 

I  am  not  suggesting  here  the  sur- 
render of  national  sovereignty  over  the 
telecommunications  sector  to  foreign  in- 
terests but  rather  the  recognition  that 
external  capital  should  not  be  over- 
looked in  this  process.  I  understand 
that  other  Caribbean  Basin  countries 
which  have  either  privatized  their  tele- 
communications administrations  or  are 
seriously  studying  the  advantages  in- 
clude the  Dominican  Republic,  Costa 
Rica,  Guatemala,  Grenada,  Trinidad 
and  Tobago,  and  Belize. 

In  spite  of  the  frequently  cited 
benefits,  many  countries  continue  to 
place  their  highest  priority  on  protect- 
ing the  revenue  streams  of  their  tele- 
communications monopolies.  Others 
fear  that  investment  in  sophisticated 
telecommunications  for  the  business 
community  will  siphon  resources  away 
from  basic  telephone  services.  These 
nations  are  shortsighted.  Their  neigh- 
bors who  give  liberalized  telecom- 
munications approaches  a  high  priority 
in  economic  planning  are  the  ones  most 
likely  to  succeed  in  the  years  ahead. 

Caribbean  Examples 

The  Caribbean  Basin  has  been  blessed 
with  leaders  who  have  recognized  the 
long-term  potential  of  telecommunica- 
tions to  their  economies.  Consequently, 
some  Caribbean  states  have  moved  to 
the  very  cutting  edge  of  the  informa- 
tion revolution.  Undersea  optical  fiber 
cables,  for  instance,  were  originally 
conceived  for  very  heavy  traffic  routes 
in  the  industrialized  north.  However,  by 
the  middle  of  1990,  the  Caribbean  will 
have  use  of  the  2,400-mile-long,  $130- 
million  trans-Caribbean  fiber  optic  ca- 
ble (TCS-1),  which  will  dramatically  in- 
crease the  total  capacity  for  voice  and 
data  traffic.  The  high-capacity  TCS-1 
(jointly  owned  by  AT&T  and  11  other 
communications  companies)  will  link 
the  United  States,  Puerto  Rico,  Ja- 
maica, the  Dominican  Republic,  and 
Colombia.  Its  enormous  capacity  should 
spur  lower  telecommunications  costs 
and  wider  options  for  service  providers 
and  users  in  the  region. 
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Even  before  this  fiber  optic  cable 
goes  into  operation,  the  region  will 
have  advanced  telecommunications  net- 
works joining  the  Caribbean  with  the 
United  States,  Canada,  and  Europe,  es- 
pecially for  the  switching  of  large  pack- 
ets of  data.  Already,  a  growing  number 
of  data  entry  firms  operate  in  the  re- 
gion but  have  relied  until  recently  on 
expensive  air  shipping  of  documents 
and  computer  disks.  A  much  faster  and 
less  expensive  delivery  mode  will  be 
available  as  teleports  enter  the  scene. 
These  groupings  of  satellite  earth  sta- 
tions near  business  centers  will  speed 
the  processing  in  the  Caribbean  of  air- 
line and  credit  card  coupons;  the  typing 
of  address  labels;  and  the  typesetting  of 
manuscripts,  novels,  and  telephone 
directories. 

An  educated  workforce  and  salary 
levels  of  about  30%  of  those  in  the 
United  States  promise  to  make  these 
operations  in  the  Caribbean  a  major 
source  of  foreign  investment  and  new 
jobs  well  into  the  next  decade.  Accord- 
ing to  a  recent  study  commissioned  by 
the  Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment (AID),  the  number  of  Caribbean 
workers  employed  in  the  data  entry  in- 
dustry will  grow  from  the  current  3,500 
to  20,000  in  the  1990s. 

The  first  of  the  new  teleport  opera- 
tions, called  "Jamaica  Digiport  Interna- 
tional," began  operations  recently  in 
the  Montego  Bay  free  zone.  The  $8  mil- 
lion venture  is  owned  jointly  by  AT&T, 
Cable  &  Wireless,  and  Telecommunica- 
tions of  Jamaica.  The  data  entry  indus- 
try already  employs  2,000  people  in 
Jamaica.  That  number  should  jump  as 
a  result  of  "Digiport,"  which  will  ini- 
tially transmit  data  and  voice  signals 
via  INTELSAT  [International  Telecom- 
munications Satellite  Organization]  sat- 
ellites but  will  switch  to  fiber  optic 
cable  when  TSC-1  comes  on  line. 
"Digiport"  should  attract  other  infor- 
mation businesses  besides  data  entry 
firms.  For  example,  toll-free  tele- 
marketing services,  such  as  airline 
reservations  or  customer  assistance, 
could  be  easily  handled  there.  This 
work  could  create  as  many  as  10,000 
jobs  for  the  island  within  5  years,  ac- 
cording to  projections  by  AT&T  and 
Jamaican  officials. 

Enhanced  telecommunications  serv- 
ices are  also  fueling  foreign  investment 
and  economic  development  in  the  Do- 
minican Republic.  The  Dominican  Tele- 
phone Company,  CODETEL,  and 
Caribbean  Data  Services,  a  subsidiary 
of  American  Airlines,  have  reportedly 
Invested  $8  million  in  a  data  entry  park 


at  the  privately  owned  San  Isidro  free 
zone,  which  will  house  a  teleport.  West- 
inghouse  also  has  plans  to  establish  a 
plant  for  data  entry  and  digitized  draw- 
ings in  the  free  zone.  The  multiplier 
effect  of  these  operations  has  already 
spilled  over  into  other  sectors  of  the 
economy,  causing  CODETEL  to  double 
its  number  of  employees  since  late  1985. 
In  1988,  the  company  expects  to  add 
between  500  and  800  new  employees, 
and  employment  is  expected  to  grow  at 
a  similar  rate  in  the  future. 

Barbados  is  likewise  upgrading  its 
growing  data  services  sector,  already 
the  most  advanced  in  the  eastern  Car- 
ibbean. The  Caribbean  data  entry  busi- 
ness actually  started  in  Barbados  28 
years  ago,  but  until  1984,  the  industry 
remained  tiny.  That  year,  American 
Airlines  started  its  Caribbean  data 
services  operation,  which  grew  quickly 
and  now  employs  almost  300  people. 
The  12  data  processing  firms  in  Bar- 
bados employ  close  to  1,000  workers. 
The  sector  created  more  than  200  new 
jobs  during  the  first  6  months  of  this 
year.  In  the  coming  months,  the  Bar- 
bados Industrial  Development  Corpora- 
tion plans  to  open  a  specialized 
complex,  which  will  include  a  teleport 
catering  to  offshore  data  processors. 

While  a  few  U.S.  companies,  such 
as  American  Airlines,  have  established 
their  own  data  entry  firms  in  the  Car- 
ibbean, most  farm  out  work  to  local  en- 
trepreneurs at  some  40  computer 
centers  on  a  half-dozen  islands.  One 
such  entrepreneur,  Lennox  Robinson  of 
Jamaica,  invested  $50,000  for  11  IBM 
personal  computers  in  1984.  Today,  his 
firm  has  contracts  from  a  half-dozen 
U.S.  companies,  employs  160  workers 
in  3  shifts,  and  is  still  growing. 

Part  of  this  success  story  is  due  to 
geography.  Some  of  our  neighbors  be- 
lieve that  living  next  to  the  United 
States  is  like  being  in  bed  with  an 
elephant.  Any  move  by  the  elephant, 
no  matter  how  amorous,  tends  to  cause 
some  damage.  In  telecommunications, 
this  is  not  the  case.  Because  of  its 
closeness  to  the  United  States,  the  Car- 
ibbean Basin  is  ideally  situated  to  take 
advantage  of  the  opportunities  which 
satellite  and  computer  technologies  pro- 
vide. The  irregular  shape  of  the  United 
States  and  the  location  of  geostationary 
orbits  cause  the  footprint  of  U.S.  do- 
mestic broadcast  satellites  to  cover  the 
Caribbean,  which  can  take  advantage  of 
the  coverage.  In  addition  to  its  prox- 
imity to  the  world's  largest  market, 


most  of  the  Caribbean  shares  a  common 
language  with  the  United  States.  While 

1  am  thinking  mainly  of  English,  Span- 
ish is  fast  becoming  our  second  lan- 
guage. In  fact,  with  over  19  million 
people  of  Hispanic  descent,  the  United 
States  is  well  on  its  way  to  becoming 
one  of  the  larger  Spanish-speaking 
countries  in  the  world. 

At  the  same  time,  it  must  be  noted 
that  technology  is  making  geography 
less  relevant.  Access  to  computer  infor- 
mation banks  and  high-speed  data  flows 
can  make  an  enterprise  in  Nassau  as 
competitive  as  one  in  Los  Angeles  or 
Sydney.  A  banana  grower  near  Port 
Antonio  can  call  up  any  article  from  the 
National  Agricultural  Library  in  Wash- 
ington. Within  the  Caribbean,  too, 
members  of  CONCARID,  a  regional 
computer  cooperative  network,  can  find 
successful  development  models  to  emu- 
late. Reportedly,  one-half  of  the  farm- 
ers in  Dominica  successfully  diversified 
their  crops  following  a  model  identified 
by  CONCARID,  making  Dominica  less 
dependent  on  its  primary  crop,  bananas. 

U.S.  Government  Role 

So  far,  I  have  talked  about  how  the 
governments  in  the  region  and  the  pri- 
vate sector  have  joined  hands  to  stimu- 
late economic  development  through 
telecommunications.  What  is  the  U.S. 
Government  role  in  this  process?  We  at 
the  Department  of  State's  Bureau  of  In- 
ternational Communications  and  Infor- 
mation Policy — in  close  coordination 
with  the  Department  of  Commerce,  the 
Federal  Communications  Commission, 
and  other  U.S.  Government  agencies — 
are  working  both  bilaterally  and  multi- 
laterally  to  ensure  that  the  new  tech- 
nology makes  its  full  contribution  to 
developing  as  well  as  developed 
countries. 

On  the  multilateral  front,  we  coor- 
dinate U.S.  participation  in  the  Inter- 
national Telecommunication  Union 
(ITU),  the  principal  forum  for  the  set- 
ting of  international  telecommunications 
standards  and  management  of  the  inter- 
national radio  spectrum.  We  confront 
an  immediate  test  at  the  ITU's  World 
Administrative  Telegraph  and  Tele- 
phone Conference  (WATTC),  which  will 
have  significant  implications  for  the 
Caribbean  Basin.  WATTC,  which  began 

2  days  ago  in  Melbourne,  Australia, 
will  set  the  future  regulatory  frame- 
work for  new  international  network- 
based  telecommunications  services. 
These  include  the  data  networks  and 
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other  services  sparking  economic  devel- 
opment in  the  Caribbean.  We  believe 
that  the  framework  for  these  services 
should  be  as  flexible  as  possible  to  al- 
low technology  to  develop  unhindered 
by  cumbersome  ITU  regulations. 

Some  other  nations  with  strong 
telecommunications  monopolies  favor 
bringing  the  new  services  under  the 
same  kind  of  ITU  regulations  as  those 
for  traditional  voice  services.  Because 
the  outcome  of  WATTC  could  have 
important  implications  for  the  flourish- 
ing telecommunications  services  in  the 
Caribbean  Basin,  we  are  hopeful  that 
Caribbean  governments  will  recognize 
this  interest  and  support  the  flexible 
approaches  proposed  by  the  United 
States  and  other  liberalizing  countries. 

In  recent  years,  the  ITU  has  taken 
on  increasing  responsibility  for  commu- 
nications development.  Its  Technical 
Cooperation  Department  has  been  mo- 
bilizing technical  cooperation  for  nearly 
three  decades.  As  a  result  of  the  1985 
Maitland  commission  report,  the  ITU 
established  the  Center  for  Telecom- 
munications Development  in  Geneva. 
ITU  communications  development  pro- 
grams have  provided  tangible  benefits 
for  the  Caribbean  Basin.  The  ITU's 
communications  development  programs 
will  be  on  the  table — as  well  as  all  of  its 
other  activities — at  the  May-June  1989, 
ITU  plenipotentiary  conference  in  Nice, 
France.  At  this  conference,  we  will  pro- 
pose ways  to  make  the  ITU's  communi- 
cations development  programs  more 
effective.  In  particular,  we  believe  that 
the  Center  for  Telecommunications  De- 
velopment needs  to  define  its  special 
role  better  and  focus  its  activities  on 
high-priority  initiatives.  I  encourage 
Caribbean  leaders  to  also  take  a  hard 
look  at  these  programs  and  work  with 
us  to  improve  them. 

In  preparation  for  the  plenipotenti- 
ary conference,  we  are  updating  a  1984 
AID-sponsored  study  of  U.S.  Govern- 
ment contributions  to  communications 


development  and  are  cataloging  for  the 
first  time  a  representative  sample  of 
the  various  private  sector  contribu- 
tions. In  addition  to  providing  some 
surprising  statistics,  this  study  should 
serve  as  a  useful  reference  which  Car- 
ibbean and  other  developing  countries 
can  use  to  identify  previously  unex- 
plored sources  of  assistance. 

Bilaterally,  the  U.S.  Government 
will  continue  to  work  closely  with  in- 
dustry, Caribbean  government  leaders, 
and  major  international  financing  in- 
stitutions— such  as  the  World  Bank,  the 
Inter-American  Development  Bank, 
and  the  Export-Import  Bank — to  pro- 
mote pragmatic  and  innovative  uses  of 
telecommunications  in  this  region.  I 
might  mention  that  the  State  Depart- 
ment coordinated  the  bilateral  negotia- 
tions in  1984-85  which  led  to  trans- 
border  satellite  agreements  with  a  ma- 
jority of  the  countries  in  the  Caribbean 
Basin.  These  agreements  have  allowed 
the  region  to  exploit  the  spill-over  cov- 
erage by  U.S.  domestic  satellites. 

The  State  Department  has  also 
coordinated  the  consultations  in 
INTELSAT  for  the  first  U.S.  com- 
petitive satellite  system  separate  from 
INTELSAT.  We  believe  that  this  lim- 
ited competition  with  INTELSAT  will 
foster  lower  costs  and  new  services.  In 
October  of  this  year,  the  INTELSAT 
Assembly  of  Parties  approved  service 
by  the  first  such  system,  PANAMSAT, 
to  the  Dominican  Republic  and  Costa 
Rica. 

One  of  our  key  objectives  is  to 
kindle  greater  interest  by  the  U.S.  pri- 
vate sector  in  the  developing  world. 
Congress  has  been  very  supportive  of 
our  efforts.  This  year,  for  instance, 
thanks  to  the  leadership  of  Con- 
gressman Dante  Fascell,  Chairman  of 
the  House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee, 
the  State  Department  received  a  spe- 
cial 1988  allocation  of  $250,000  to  pro- 
mote communications  development.  We 
will  be  receiving  a  similar  allocation  in 
fiscal  year  (FY)  1989.  We  assigned  most 
of  the  FY  1988  allocation  to  the  ITU 
Center  for  Telecommunications 
Development. 


Another  part  of  the  1988  allocation 
went  to  the  U.S.  Telecommunications 
Training  Institute  (USTTI)  to  develop  a 
pilot  project  to  export  its  highly  suc- 
cessful training  program  to  telecom- 
munications training  institutes  in  the 
developing  world.  This  important  train- 
ing institute,  which  relies  in  great  part 
on  free  training  programs  offered  by 
U.S.  companies,  has  trained  1,431  ex- 
perts from  more  than  108  countries  in 
the  last  6  years.  Over  one-fourth  of 
these,  a  total  of  367,  have  been  from 
the  Caribbean  Basin.  USTTI  is  an  ex- 
cellent example  of  the  commitment  of 
U.S.  industry  to  communications 
development. 

Nonetheless,  U.S.  industry  is  often 
too  wedded  to  its  quarterly  balance 
sheets.  It  must  take  a  longer  term  ap- 
proach to  the  Third  World,  an  approach 
which  recognizes  that  in  spite  of  fre- 
quently reported  problems,  these  are 
vast  new  markets  for  tomorrow.  I  am 
happy  to  observe  that,  in  the  case  of 
the  Caribbean  Basin,  American  indus- 
try seems  to  have  awakened  to  some 
of  the  market  opportunities  in 
telecommunications. 

The  growth  of  data  entry  and  other 
services  supported  by  telecommunica- 
tions has  been  one  of  the  outstanding 
success  stories  of  the  region  since  the 
beginning  of  the  Caribbean  Basin  Ini- 
tiative (CBI).  These  ventures  represent 
the  kind  of  synergism  embodied  in  the 
CBI — a  synergism  based  on  our  inex- 
tricably linked  political  and  economic 
destinies.  Because  of  this  common  des- 
tiny, the  United  States  will  continue  to 
seek  sustained  Caribbean  Basin  eco- 
nomic development  and  strengthened 
democratic  institutions.  Telecommuni- 
cations, we  believe,  will  play  an  in- 
creasingly vital  role  in  that  process.  ■ 
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CSCE  Follow-Up  Meeting  Held  in  Vienna 


The  follow-up  meeting  of  the  Con- 
n  ix  nee  on  Security  and  Cooperation  in 
Europe  (CSCE)  was  held  in  Vienna 
November  i,  1986-January  17.  1989. 


Following  is  the  text  of  the  con- 
cluding document,  Secretary  Shultz's 
address  at  the  closing  session  of  that 
meeting,  and  the  Secretary's  news 
conference. 


Concluding  Document  of  the  Vienna  Meeting  1986  of 

Representatives  of  the  Participating  States  of  the 

Conference  on  Security  and  Co-operation  in  Europe, 

Held  on  the  Basis  of  the  Provisions  of  the  Final  Act 

Relating  to  the  Follow-up  to  the  Conference 


The  representatives  of  the  participating 
States  of  the  Conference  on  Security  and 
Co-operation  in  Europe  (CSCE),  Austria. 
Belgium,  Bulgaria.  Canada.  Cyprus. 
Czechoslovakia.  Denmark.  Finland, 
France,  the  German  Democratic  Republic, 
the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany,  Greece, 
the  Holy  See.  Hungary,  Iceland,  Ireland, 
Italy,  Liechtenstein,  Luxembourg.  Malta. 
Monaco,  the  Netherlands,  Norway.  Poland. 
Portugal.  Romania,  San  Marino.  Spain. 
Sweden.  Switzerland.  Turkey,  the  Union 
of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics,  the  United 
Kingdom,  the  United  States  of  America 
and  Yugoslavia  met  in  Vienna  from  4 
November  1986  to  19  January  1989  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  the  Final  Act 
relating  to  the  Follow-up  to  the  Confer- 
ence, as  well  as  on  the  basis  of  the  other 
relevant  CSCE  documents. 

The  participants  were  addressed  on  4 
November  1986  by  the  Austrian  Federal 
Chancellor. 

Opening  statements  were  made  by  all 
Heads  of  Delegations  among  whom  were 
Ministers  and  Deputy  Ministers  of  many 
participating  States.  Some  Ministers  of 
Foreign  Affairs  addressed  the  Meeting  also 
at  later  stages. 

The  participants  were  addressed  by  a 
representative  of  the  Secretary-General  of 
the  United  Nations.  Contributions  were 
made  by  representatives  of  the  United  Na- 
tions Economic  Commission  for  Europe 
(ECE)  and  UNESCO  (UN  Educational. 
Scientific  &  Cultural  Organization). 

Contributions  were  also  made  by  the 
following  non-participating  Mediterranean 
States:  Algeria,  Egypt.  Israel,  Lebanon, 
Libya.  Morocco.  Syria  and  Tunisia. 

The  representatives  of  the  participat- 
ing States  reaffirmed  their  commitment  to 
the  CSCE  process  and  underlined  its  es- 
sential role  in  increasing  confidence,  in 
opening  up  new  ways  for  cooperation,  in 
promoting  respect  for  human  rights  and 
fundamental  freedoms  and  thus  strength- 
ening international  security. 


The  participating  States  welcomed  the 
favourable  developments  in  the  interna- 
tional situation  since  the  conclusion  of  the 
Madrid  Meeting  in  1983  and  expressed 
their  satisfaction  that  the  CSCE  process 
has  contributed  to  these  developments. 
Noting  the  intensification  of  political 
dialogue  among  them  and  the  important 
progress  in  negotiations  on  military  se- 
curity and  disarmament,  they  agreed  that 
renewed  efforts  should  be  undertaken  to 
consolidate  these  positive  trends  and  to 
achieve  a  substantial  further  improvement 
of  their  mutual  relations.  Accordingly,  they 
reaffirmed  their  resolve  to  implement  fully, 
unilaterally,  bilaterally  and  multilateral^ 
all  the  provisions  of  the  Final  Act  and  of 
the  other  CSCE  documents. 

As  provided  for  in  the  agenda  of  the 
Vienna  Meeting,  the  representatives  of  the 
participating  States  held  a  thorough  ex- 
change of  views  both  on  the  implementa- 
tion of  the  provisions  of  the  Final  Act.  and 
the  Madrid  Concluding  Document  and  of 
the  tasks  defined  by  the  Conference,  as 
well  as.  in  the  context  of  the  questions 
dealt  with  by  the  latter,  on  the  deepening 
of  their  mutual  relations,  the  improve- 
ments of  security  and  the  development  of 
cooperation  in  Europe  and  the  development 
of  the  process  of  detente  in  the  future. 

During  this  exchange  of  views  the  par- 
ticipating States  examined  thoroughly  and 
in  detail  the  implementation  of  the  Final 
Act  and  of  the  Madrid  Concluding  Docu- 
ment. Different  and  at  times  contradictory 
opinions  were  expressed  about  the  extent 
of  the  realization  of  these  commitments. 
While  encouraging  developments  were 
noted  in  many  areas,  the  participants  criti- 
cized the  continuing  serious  deficiencies  in 
the  implementation  of  these  documents. 

An  open  and  frank  discussion  was  held 
about  the  application  of  and  respect  for  the 
principles  of  the  Final  Act.  Concern  was 
expressed  about  serious  violations  of  a 


number  of  these  principles.  In  particular, 
questions  relating  to  respect  for  human 
rights  and  fundamental  freedoms  were  the 
focus  of  intensive  and  controversial  discus- 
sion. The  participating  States  agreed  that 
full  respect  for  the  principles,  in  all  their 
aspects,  is  essential  for  the  improvement  of 
their  mutual  relations. 

The  implementation  of  the  provisions 
of  the  Final  Act  concerning  confidence- 
building  measures,  co-operation  in  the  field 
of  economics,  of  science  and  technology  and 
of  environment,  concerning  questions  re- 
lating to  security  and  cooperation  in  the 
Mediterranean  as  well  as  concerning  co- 
operation in  humanitarian  and  other  fields 
was  discussed.  The  implementation  of  the 
provisions  of  the  Madrid  Concluding  Docu- 
ment and  of  other  CSCE  documents  was 
also  discussed.  It  was  considered  that  the 
numerous  possibilities  offered  by  the  Final 
Act  had  not  been  sufficiently  utilized. 

The  participating  States  also  ex- 
pressed concern  about  the  spread  of  ter- 
rorism and  condemned  it  unreservedly. 

The  discussion  reflected  the  broader 
context  of  the  CSCE  process  and  con- 
firmed the  importance  of  taking  into  ac- 
count its  world  dimension  in  implementing 
the  provisions  of  the  Final  Act. 

In  their  deliberations  the  represen- 
tatives of  the  participating  States  took  into 
account  the  results  of 

•  the  Stockholm  Conference  on  Confi- 
dence- and  Security-Building  Measures  and 
Disarmament  in  Europe; 

•  the  Athens  Meeting  of  Experts  in 
order  to  pursue  the  examination  and  elab- 
oration of  a  generally  acceptable  method 
for  the  peaceful  settlement  of  disputes 
aimed  at  complementing  existing  methods: 

•  the  Venice  Seminar  on  Economic, 
Scientific  and  Cultural  Co-operation  in 
the  Mediterranean; 

•  the  Ottawa  Meeting  of  Experts  on 
Questions  concerning  Respect,  in  their 
States,  for  Human  Rights  and  Fundamen- 
tal Freedoms,  in  all  their  Aspects,  as  em- 
bodied in  the  Final  Act; 

•  the  Budapest  "Cultural  Forum"; 

•  the  Bern  Meeting  of  Experts  on  Hu- 
man Contacts. 

The  participating  States  moreover 
noted  that  the  tenth  anniversary  of  the 
signing  of  the  Final  Act  had  been  commem- 
orated at  Helsinki  on  1  August  1985. 

The  participating  States  reaffirmed 
their  commitment  to  the  continuation  of 
the  CSCE  process  as  agreed  to  in  the 
chapter  on  the  Follow-up  to  the  Conference 
contained  in  the  Final  Act.  Recognizing 
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the  need  for  balanced  progress  in  all  sec- 
tions of  the  Final  Act,  they  expressed  their 
determination  also  to  benefit  from  new 
opportunities  for  their  cooperation  and 
reached  corresponding  decisions  concern- 
ing follow-up  activities. 

The  representatives  of  the  participat- 
ing States  examined  all  the  proposals  sub- 
mitted to  the  Meeting  and  agreed  on  the 
following: 


Questions  Relating  to  Security 
in  Europe 


The  participating  States  express  their 
determination 

•  to  build  on  the  current  positive  de- 
velopments in  their  relations  in  order  to 
make  detente  a  viable,  comprehensive  and 
genuine  process,  universal  in  scope; 

•  to  assume  their  responsibility  fully  to 
implement  the  commitments  contained  in 
the  Final  Act  and  other  CSCE  documents; 


•  to  intensify  their  efforts  to  seek  solu- 
tions to  problems  burdening  their  relations 
and  to  strengthen  safeguards  for  interna- 
tional peace  and  security; 

•  to  promote  cooperation  and  dialogue 
among  them,  to  ensure  the  effective  exer- 
cise of  human  rights  and  fundamental 
freedoms  and  to  facilitate  contacts  and 
communication  between  people; 

•  to  exert  new  efforts  to  make  further 
progress  to  strengthen  confidence  and 
security  and  to  promote  disarmament. 

Principles 

1.  The  participating  States  reaffirm  their 
commitment  to  all  ten  principles  of  the  Fi- 
nal Act's  Declaration  on  Principles  Guiding 
Relations  between  Participating  States  and 
their  determination  to  respect  them  and 
put  them  into  practice.  The  participating 
States  reaffirm  that  all  these  Principles  are 
of  primary  significance  and,  accordingly, 
will  be  equally  and  unreservedly  applied, 
each  of  them  being  interpreted  taking  into 
account  the  others. 

2.  They  stress  that  respect  for  and  full 


President  Reagan's 
Message 


It  is  my  great  pleasure  to  be  able  to 
mark  the  accomplishment  of  another 
significant  milestone  in  the  history  of 
the  Conference  on  Security  and  Cooper- 
ation in  Europe — the  conclusion  in 
Vienna  of  the  third  follow-up  meeting  of 
the  CSCE. 

The  Vienna  meeting  demonstrates 
again  the  importance  of  the  process 
which  began  with  the  historic  signing  of 
the  Helsinki  Final  Act  in  1975.  It  is 
clear  that  what  started  as  a  forum  for 
35  nations  to  express  their  hopes  and 
concerns  for  reducing  tensions  in  Eu- 
rope has  become  a  process  dedicated  to 
the  strengthening  of  peace,  human 
rights  and  economic  cooperation  among 
all  participants.  The  CSCE  process  is 
now  an  integral  part  of  the  landscape  of 
Europe  and  North  America.  It  serves 
as  a  standard  for  measuring  progress 
toward  the  goal  of  ensuring  human  dig- 
nity and  the  rights  of  individuals  every- 
where. Furthermore,  it  gives  us  a  way 
of  judging  how  each  country  has  met 
these  standards.  It  stimulates  efforts  to 
improve  working  conditions  and  safe- 
guard the  environment.  It  continues  to 
serve  as  a  means  to  reduce  tensions  in 
Europe,  as  demonstrated  by  the  up- 
coming negotiations  on  Confidence-  and 
Security-Building  Measures,  which  will 


build  upon  the  successes  in  Stockholm 
of  the  first  CDE  [Conference  on  Confi- 
dence- and  Security-Building  Measures 
and  Disarmament  in  Europe]  confer- 
ence. With  the  conclusion  of  the  Vienna 
meeting,  an  autonomous  negotiation  on 
conventional  stability  will  also  begin 
within  the  framework  of  the  CSCE 
process  in  order  to  address  the  im- 
balance in  conventional  forces  which 
constitutes  the  core  of  the  security 
problem  in  Europe. 

The  CSCE  process  is  significant 
not  only  for  its  lofty  goals  but  also  for 
the  practical  benefits  it  has  brought. 
Implementation  of  commitments,  while 
still  uneven  in  many  countries,  has  im- 
proved dramatically.  This  new  docu- 
ment can  stimulate  more  effective 
implementation  because  it  provides 
sharply  focused  standards  and  offers  a 
balanced  program  of  meetings  to  en- 
courage further  progress  in  human 
rights,  economic  and  scientific  coopera- 
tion and  European  security. 

With  effective  implementation,  the 
Conference  on  Security  and  Coopera- 
tion in  Europe  can  make  further  his- 
toric contributions  to  the  lives  of  people 
in  Europe. 

Ronald  Reagan 


application  of  these  principles,  as  well  as 
strict  compliance  with  all  CSCE  commit- 
ments deriving  from  them,  are  of  great  po- 
litical importance  and  essential  for  building 
confidence  and  security  as  well  as  for  the 
development  of  their  friendly  relations  and 
of  their  cooperation  in  all  fields. 

3.  In  this  context,  they  confirm  that 
they  will  respect  each  other's  right  freely 
to  choose  and  develop  their  political,  so- 
cial, economic  and  cultural  systems  as  well 
as  their  right  to  determine  their  laws,  reg- 
ulations, practices  and  policies.  In  exer- 
cising these  rights,  they  will  ensure  that 
their  laws,  regulations,  practices  and  pol- 
icies conform  with  their  obligations  under 
international  law  and  are  brought  into  har- 
mony with  the  provisions  of  the  Declara- 
tion on  Principles  and  other  CSCE 
commitments. 

4.  They  also  confirm  that,  by  virtue  of 
the  principle  of  equal  rights  and  self-deter- 
mination of  peoples  and  in  conformity  with 
the  relevant  provisions  of  the  Final  Act,  all 
peoples  always  have  the  right,  in  full  free- 
dom, to  determine,  when  and  as  they  wish, 
their  internal  and  external  political  status, 
without  external  interference,  and  to  pur- 
sue as  they  wish  their  political,  economic, 
social  and  cultural  development. 

5.  They  confirm  their  commitment 
strictly  and  effectively  to  observe  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  territorial  integrity  of  States. 
They  will  refrain  from  any  violation  of  this 
principle  and  thus  from  any  action  aimed 
by  direct  or  indirect  means,  in  contraven- 
tion of  the  purposes  and  principles  of  the 
Charter  of  the  United  Nations,  other  obli- 
gations under  international  law  or  the 
provisions  of  the  Final  Act,  at  violating  the 
territorial  integrity,  political  independence 
or  the  unity  of  a  State.  No  actions  or  situa- 
tions in  contravention  of  this  principle  will 
be  recognized  as  legal  by  the  participating 
States. 

6.  The  participating  States  confirm 
their  commitment  to  the  principle  of  peace- 
ful settlement  of  disputes,  convinced  that 

it  is  an  essential  complement  to  the  duty  of 
States  to  refrain  from  the  threat  or  use  of 
force,  both  being  essential  factors  for  the 
maintenance  and  consolidation  of  peace  and 
security.  They  express  their  determination 
to  pursue  continuous  efforts  to  examine 
and  elaborate,  on  the  basis  of  the  relevant 
provisions  of  the  Final  Act  and  the  Madrid 
Concluding  Document,  and  taking  into  ac- 
count the  reports  of  the  meetings  of  ex- 
perts in  Montreux  and  Athens,  a  generally 
acceptable  method  for  the  peaceful  settle- 
ment of  disputes  aimed  at  complementing 
existing  methods.  In  this  context  they  ac- 
cept, in  principle,  the  mandatory  involve- 
ment of  a  third  party  when  a  dispute 
cannot  be  settled  by  other  peaceful  means. 

7.  In  order  to  ensure  the  progressive 
implementation  of  this  commitment,  in- 
cluding, as  a  first  step,  the  mandatory 
involvement  of  a  third  party  in  the 
settlement  of  certain  categories  of  dis- 
putes, they  decide  to  convene  a  Meeting 
of  Experts  in  Valletta  from  15  January  to 
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8  February  1991  to  establish  a  list  of  such 
categories  and  the  related  procedures  and 
mechanisms.  This  list  would  be  subject  to 
subsequent  gradual  extension.  The  Meet- 
ing will  also  consider  the  possibility  of 
establishing  mechanisms  for  arriving  at 
binding  third-party  decisions.  The  next 
CSCE  Follow-up  Meeting  will  assess  the 
progress  achieved  at  the  Meeting  of  Ex- 
perts. The  agenda,  timetable  and  other 
organizational  modalities  are  set  out  in 
Annex  I. 

8.  The  participating  states  unreserv- 
edly condemn,  as  criminal,  all  acts,  meth- 
ods and  practices  of  terrorism,  wherever 
and  by  whomever  committed,  including 
those  which  jeopardize  friendly  relations 
among  States  and  their  security,  and  agree 
that  terrorism  cannot  be  justified  under 
any  circumstances. 

9.  They  express  their  determination  to 
work  for  the  eradication  of  terrorism  both 
bilaterally  and  through  muiltilateral  co-op- 
eration, particularly  in  such  international 
fora  as  the  United  Nations,  the  Interna- 
tional Civil  Aviation  Organization  and  the 
International  Maritime  Organization  and  in 
accordance  with  the  relevant  provisions  of 
the  Final  Act  and  the  Madrid  Concluding 
Document. 

10.  Convinced  of  the  need  to  combine 
measures  at  a  national  level  with  rein- 
forced international  cooperation,  the  par- 
ticipating States  express  their  intention 

10.1  •  to  pursue  a  policy  of  firmness  in 
response  to  terrorist  demands; 

10.2  •  to  reinforce  and  develop  bilateral 
and  multilateral  co-operation  among  them- 
selves in  order  to  prevent  and  combat  ter- 
rorism as  well  as  to  increase  efficiency  in 
existing  co-operation  at  the  bilateral  level 
or  in  the  framework  of  groups  of  State, 
including,  as  appropriate,  through  the  ex- 
change of  information; 

10.3  •  to  prevent  on  their  territories 
illegal  activities  of  persons,  groups  or  or- 
ganizations that  instigate,  organize  or  en- 
gage in  the  perpetration  of  acts  of 
terrorism  or  subversive  or  other  activities 
directed  towards  the  violent  overthrow  of 
the  regime  of  another  participating  State; 

10.4  •  to  take  effective  measures  for 
the  prevention  and  suppression  of  acts  of 
terrorism  directed  at  diplomatic  or  con- 
sular representatives  and  against  terrorism 
involving  violations  of  the  Vienna  Conven- 
tions on  Diplomatic  and  Consular  Rela- 
tions, in  particular  their  provisions 
relating  to  diplomatic  and  consular  priv- 
ileges and  immunities; 

10.5  •  to  ensure  the  extradition  or 
prosecution  of  persons  implicated  in  ter- 
rorist acts  and  to  cooperate  closely  in  cases 
of  conflict  of  jurisdiction  where  several 
States  are  concerned,  acting  in  both  re- 
spects in  accordance  with  the  relevant  in- 
ternational agreements; 

10.(i  •  to  consider  becoming  parties,  if 
they  have  not  yet  done  so,  to  the  relevant 
international  conventions  relating  to  the 
suppression  of  acts  of  terrorism; 


10.7  •  to  continue  to  work  in  the  appro- 
priate international  bodies  in  order  to  im- 
prove and  extend  measures  against 
terrorism  and  to  ensure  that  the  relevant 
agreements  are  accepted  and  acted  upon 
by  as  many  States  as  possible. 

11.  They  confirm  that  they  will  respect 
human  rights  and  fundamental  freedoms, 
including  the  freedom  of  thought,  con- 
science, religion  or  belief,  for  all  without 
distinction  as  to  race,  sex,  language  or  re- 
ligion. They  also  confirm  the  universal  sig- 
nificance of  human  rights  and  fundamental 
freedoms,  respect  for  which  is  an  essential 
factor  for  the  peace,  justice  and  security 
necessary  to  ensure  the  development  of 
friendly  relations  and  co-operation  among 
themselves,  as  among  all  States. 

12.  They  express  their  determination 
to  guarantee  the  effective  exercise  of  hu- 
man rights  and  fundamental  freedoms,  all 
of  which  derive  from  the  inherent  dignity 
of  the  human  person  and  are  essential  for 
his  free  and  full  development.  They  recog- 
nize that  civil,  political,  economic,  social, 
cultural  and  other  rights  and  freedoms  are 
all  of  paramount  importance  and  must  be 
fully  realized  by  all  appropriate  means. 

13.  In  this  context  they  will 

13.1  •  develop  their  laws,  regulations 
and  policies  in  the  field  of  civil,  political, 
economic,  social,  cultural  and  other  human 
rights  and  fundamental  freedoms  and  put 
them  into  practice  in  order  to  guarantee 
the  effective  exercise  of  these  rights  and 
freedoms; 

13.2  •  consider  acceding  to  the  Inter- 
national Covenant  on  Civil  and  Political 
Rights,  the  International  Covenant  on  Eco- 
nomic, Social  and  Cultural  Rights,  the  Op- 
tional Protocol  to  the  Covenant  on  Civil 
and  Political  Rights  and  other  relevant  in- 
ternational instruments,  if  they  have  not 
yet  done  so; 

13.3  •  publish  and  disseminate  the  text 
of  the  Final  Act,  of  the  Madrid  Concluding 
Document  and  of  the  present  Document  as 
well  as  those  of  any  relevant  international 
instruments  in  the  field  of  human  rights,  in 
order  to  ensure  the  availability  of  these 
documents  in  their  entirety,  to  make  them 
known  as  widely  as  possible  and  to  render 
them  accessible  to  all  individuals  in  their 
countries,  in  particular  through  public  li- 
brary systems; 

13.4  •  effectively  ensure  the  right  of 
the  individual  to  know  and  act  upon  his 
rights  and  duties  in  this  field,  and  to  that 
end  publish  and  make  accessible  all  laws, 
regulations  and  procedures  relating  to  hu- 
man rights  and  fundamental  freedoms; 

13.5  •  respect  the  right  of  their  cit- 
izens to  contribute  actively,  individually  or 
in  association  with  others,  to  the  promo- 
tion and  protection  of  human  rights  and 
fundamental  freedoms; 

13.0  •  encourage  in  schools  and  other 
educational  institutions  consideration  of 
the  promotion  and  protection  of  human 
rights  and  fundamental  freedoms; 


13.7  •  ensure  human  rights  and  funda- 
mental freedoms  to  everyone  within  their 
territory  and  subject  to  their  jurisdiction, 
without  distinction  of  any  kind  such  as 
race,  colour,  sex,  language,  religion,  politi- 
cal or  other  opinion,  national  or  social 
origin,  property,  birth  or  other  status; 

13.8  •  ensure  that  no  individual  exer- 
cising, expressing  the  intention  to  exercise 
or  seeking  to  exercise  these  rights  and 
freedoms,  or  any  member  of  his  family,  will 
as  a  consequence  be  discriminated  against 
in  any  manner; 

13.9  •  ensure  that  effective  remedies  as 
well  as  full  information  about  them  are 
available  to  those  who  claim  that  their  hu- 
man rights  and  fundamental  freedoms  have 
been  violated;  they  will,  inter  alia,  effec- 
tively apply  the  following  remedies; 

•  the  right  of  the  individual  to  ap- 
peal to  executive,  legislative,  judicial  or 
administrative  organs; 

•  the  right  to  a  fair  and  public  hear- 
ing within  a  reasonable  time  before  an 
independent  and  impartial  tribunal,  includ- 
ing the  right  to  present  legal  arguments 
and  to  be  represented  by  legal  counsel  of 
one's  choice; 

•  the  right  to  be  promptly  and  offi- 
cially informed  of  the  decision  taken  on 
any  appeal,  including  the  legal  grounds  on 
which  this  decision  was  based.  This  infor- 
mation will  be  provided  as  a  rule  in  writing 
and,  in  any  event,  in  a  way  that  will  enable 
the  individual  to  make  effective  use  of  fur- 
ther available  remedies. 

14.  The  participating  States  recognize 
that  the  promotion  of  economic,  social,  cul- 
tural rights  as  well  as  of  civil  and  political 
rights  is  of  paramount  importance  for  hu- 
man dignity  and  for  the  attainment  of  the 
legitimate  aspirations  of  every  individual. 
They  will  therefore  continue  their  efforts 
with  a  view  to  achieving  progressively  the 
full  realization  of  economic,  social  and  cul- 
tural rights  by  all  appropriate  means,  in- 
cluding in  particular  by  the  adoption  of 
legislative  measures. 

In  this  context  they  will  pay  special 
attention  to  problems  in  the  areas  of  em- 
ployment, housing,  social  security,  health, 
education  and  culture.  They  will  promote 
constant  progress  in  the  realization  of  all 
rights  and  freedoms  within  their  countries, 
as  well  as  in  the  development  of  their  rela- 
tions among  themselves  and  with  other 
States,  so  that  everyone  will  actually  enjoy 
to  the  full  his  economic,  social  and  cultural 
rights  as  well  as  his  civil  and  political 
rights. 

15.  The  participating  States  confirm 
their  determination  to  ensure  equal  rights 
of  men  and  women.  Accordingly,  they  will 
take  all  measures  necessary,  including  leg- 
islative measures,  to  promote  equally  ef- 
fective participation  of  men  and  women  in 
political,  economic,  social  and  cultural  life. 
They  will  consider  the  possibility  of  acced- 
ing to  the  Convention  on  the  Elimination  of 
All  Forms  of  Discrimination  Against  Women 
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if  they  have  not  yet  done  so. 

16.  In  order  to  ensure  the  freedom  of 
the  individual  to  profess  and  practice  re- 
ligion or  belief  the  participating  States 
will,  inter  alia, 

16.1  •  take  effective  measures  to  pre- 
vent and  eliminate  discrimination  against 
individuals  or  communities,  on  the  grounds 
of  religion  or  belief  in  the  recognition,  ex- 
ercise and  enjoyment  of  human  rights  and 
fundamental  freedoms  in  all  fields  of  civil, 
political,  economic,  social  and  cultural  life, 
and  ensure  the  effective  equality  between 
believers  and  non-believers; 

16.2  •  foster  a  climate  of  mutual  toler- 
ance and  respect  between  believers  of  dif- 
ferent communities  as  well  as  between 
believers  and  non-believers; 

16.3  •  grant  upon  their  request  to  com- 
munities of  believers,  practising  or  pre- 
pared to  practise  their  faith  within  the 
constitutional  framework  of  their  States, 
recognition  of  the  status  provided  for  them 
in  their  respective  countries; 

16.4  •  respect  the  right  of  religious 
communities  to 

•  establish  and  maintain  freely  ac- 
cessible places  of  worship  or  assembly; 

•  organize  themselves  according  to 
their  own  hierarchical  and  institutional 
structure; 

•  select,  appoint  and  replace  their 
personnel  in  accordance  with  their  respec- 
tive requirements  and  standards  as  well 
as  with  any  freely  accepted  arrangement 
between  them  and  their  State; 

•  solicit  and  receive  voluntary  finan- 
cial and  other  contributions; 

16.5  •  engage  in  consultations  with  re- 
ligious faiths,  institutions  and  organiza- 
tions in  order  to  achieve  a  better 
understanding  of  the  requirements  of 
religious  freedom; 

16.6  •  respect  the  right  of  everyone  to 
give  and  receive  religious  education  in  the 
language  of  his  choice,  individually  or  in 
association  with  others; 

16.7  •  in  this  context  respect,  inter 
alia,  the  liberty  of  parents  to  ensure  the 
religious  and  moral  education  of  their 
children  in  conformity  with  their  own 
convictions; 

16.x  •  allow  the  training  of  religious 
personnel  in  appropriate  institutions; 

16.9  •  respect  the  right  of  individual 
believers  and  communities  of  believers  to 
acquire,  possess  and  use  sacred  books,  re- 
ligious publications  in  the  language  of  their 
choice  and  other  articles  and  materials  re- 
lated to  the  practice  of  religion  or  belief; 

16.10  •  allow  religious  faiths,  institu- 
tions and  organizations  to  produce  and  im- 
port and  disseminate  religious  publications 
and  materials; 

16.11  •  favorably  consider  the  interest 
of  religious  communities  in  participating  in 
public  dialogue,  through  mass  media. 

17.  The  participating  States  recognize 
that  the  exercise  of  the  above  mentioned 
rights  relating  to  the  freedom  of  religion  or 
belief  may  be  subject  only  to  such  limita- 


tions as  are  provided  by  law  and  consistent 
with  their  obligations  under  international 
law  and  with  their  international  commit- 
ments. They  will  ensure  in  their  laws  and 
regulations  and  in  their  application  the  full 
and  effective  implementation  of  the  free- 
dom of  thought,  conscience,  religion  or 
belief. 

18.  The  participating  States  will  exert 
sustained  efforts  to  implement  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Final  Act  and  of  the  Madrid 
Concluding  Document  pertaining  to  na- 
tional minorities.  They  will  take  all  the 
necessary  legislative,  administrative,  judi- 
cial and  other  measures  and  apply  the  rele- 
vant international  instruments  by  which 
they  may  be  bound,  to  ensure  the  protec- 
tion of  human  rights  and  fundamental  free- 
doms of  persons  belonging  to  national 
minorities  within  their  territory.  They  will 
refrain  from  any  discrimination  against 
such  persons  and  contribute  to  the  realiza- 
tion of  their  legitimate  interests  and  aspi- 
rations in  the  field  of  human  rights  and 
fundamental  freedoms. 

19.  They  will  protect  and  create  condi- 
tions for  the  promotion  of  the  ethnic,  cul- 
tural, linguistic  and  religious  identity  of 
national  minorities  on  their  territory.  They 
will  respect  the  free  exercise  of  rights  by 
persons  belonging  to  such  minorities  and 
ensure  their  full  equality  with  others. 

20.  The  participating  States  will  re- 
spect fully  the  right  of  everyone 

•  to  freedom  of  movement  and  resi- 
dence within  the  borders  of  each  State, 
and 

•  to  leave  any  country,  including  his 
own,  and  to  return  to  his  country. 

21.  The  participating  States  will  ensure 
that  the  exercise  of  the  above  mentioned 
rights  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  restric- 
tions except  to  those  which  are  provided 
by  law  and  consistent  with  their  obliga- 
tions under  international,  in  particular  the 
International  Covenant  on  Civil  and  Politi- 
cal Rights  and  their  international  com- 
mitments, in  particular  the  Universal 
Declaration  of  Human  Rights.  These  re- 
strictions have  the  character  of  exceptions. 
The  participating  States  will  ensure  that 
these  restrictions  are  not  abused  and  are 
not  applied  in  an  arbitrary  manner,  but  in 
such  a  way  that  the  effective  exercise  of 
these  rights  is  ensured. 

22.  In  this  context  they  will  allow  all 
refugees  who  so  desire  to  return  in  safety 
to  their  homes. 

23.  The  participating  States  will 

23.1  •  ensure  that  no  one  shall  be  sub- 
jected to  arbitrary  arrest,  detention  or 
exile; 

23.2  •  ensure  that  all  individuals  in  de- 
tention or  incarceration  will  be  treated 
with  humanity  and  with  respect  for  the 
inherent  dignity  of  the  human  person; 

23.3  •  observe  the  UN  Standard  Mini- 
mum Rules  for  the  Treatment  of  Prisoners 
as  well  as  the  UN  Code  of  Conduct  for  Law 
Enforcement  Officials; 


23.4  •  prohibit  torture  and  other  cruel, 
inhuman  or  degrading  treatment  or  punish- 
ment and  take  effective  legislative,  admin- 
istrative, judicial  and  other  measures  to 
prevent  and  punish  such  practices; 

23.5  •  consider  acceding  to  the  Con- 
vention Against  Torture  and  Other  Cruel, 
Inhuman  or  Degrading  Treatment  or 
Punishment,  if  they  have  not  yet  done  so; 

23.6  •  protect  individuals  from  any 
psychiatric  or  other  medical  practices  that 
violate  human  rights  and  fundamental  free- 
doms and  take  effective  measures  to  pre- 
vent and  punish  such  practices. 

24.  With  regard  to  the  question  of  cap- 
ital punishment,  the  participating  States 
note  that  capital  punishment  has  been 
abolished  in  a  number  of  them.  In  par- 
ticipating States  where  capital  punishment 
has  not  been  abolished,  sentence  of  death 
may  be  imposed  only  for  the  most  serious 
crimes  in  accordance  with  the  law  in  force 
at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  crime 
and  not  contrary  to  their  international 
commitments.  This  question  will  be  kept 
under  consideration.  In  this  context,  the 
participating  States  will  co-operate  within 
relevant  international  organizations. 

25.  With  the  aim  of  developing  mutual 
understanding  and  confidence,  promoting 
friendly  and  good  neighbourly  relations, 
strengthening  international  peace,  security 
and  justice  and  of  improving  the  implemen- 
tation of  their  CSCE  commitments,  the 
participating  States  will  further  develop 
co-operation  and  promote  dialogue  between 
them  in  all  fields  and  at  all  levels  on  the 
basis  of  full  equality.  They  agree  that  full 
respect  for  and  application  of  the  Princi- 
ples and  the  fulfillment  of  the  other  CSCE 
provisions  will  improve  their  relations  and 
advance  the  development  of  their  co-opera- 
tion. They  will  refrain  from  any  action  in- 
consistent with  the  provisions  of  the  Final 
Act  and  other  CSCE  documents  and  recog- 
nize that  any  such  action  would  impair  re- 
lations between  them  and  hinder  the 
development  of  co-operation  among  them. 

26.  They  confirm  that  governments,  in- 
stitutions, organizations  and  persons  have 
a  relevant  and  positive  role  to  play  in  con- 
tributing to  the  achievement  of  the  aims  of 
their  co-operation  and  to  the  full  realiza- 
tion of  the  Final  Act.  To  that  end  they  will 
respect  the  right  of  persons  to  observe  and 
promote  the  implementation  of  CSCE 
provisions  and  to  associate  with  others  for 
this  purpose.  They  will  facilitate  direct 
contacts  and  communication  among  these 
persons,  organizations  and  institutions 
within  and  between  participating  States 
and  remove,  where  they  exist,  legal  and 
administrative  impediments  inconsistent 
with  the  CSCE  provisions.  They  will  also 
take  effective  measures  to  facilitate  access 
to  information  on  the  implementation  of 
CSCE  provisions  and  to  facilitate  the  free 
expression  of  views  on  these  matters. 

27.  The  participating  States  heard  ac- 
counts of  the  Meeting  of  Experts  on  ques- 
tions concerning  respect,  in  their  States, 
for  human  rights  and  fundamental  free- 
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When  the  United  States  joined  34  other 
nations  in  opening  the  Vienna  meeting 
in  November  1986,  we  pledged  our- 
selves to  work  for  improved  compliance 
with  the  human  rights  commitments  we 
had  all  undertaken.  The  results,  though 
uneven,  have  been  remarkable.  In  the 
past  two  years: 

•  Jamming  of  radio  broadcasts  has 
ceased.  Now  all  of  our  citizens,  not  just 
those  in  Western  and  some  Eastern 
countries,  can  choose  for  themselves 
what  they  want  to  listen  to. 

•  Last  year  more  than  seven  million 
East  Germans  visited  the  West,  and 
more  than  five  million  West  Germans 
visited  the  German  Democratic  Re- 
public— record  numbers  in  both  direc- 
tions. Some  20,000  Jews  emigrated 
from  the  Soviet  Union — the  highest  fig- 
ure in  nearly  a  decade. 

•  Over  600  political  prisoners  have 
been  freed  from  Soviet  prisons.  Minor- 
ity rights  have  been  vociferously  de- 
manded and  in  some  cases  granted. 
Dissidents  have  been  permitted  a 
greater  scope  of  activity.  And  religious 
believers  have  begun  to  win  more 
tolerance. 

•  Political  pluralism  has  grown  in 
Eastern  Europe,  especially  in  Hungary, 
Poland,  and  the  Soviet  Union.  Unfortu- 
nately Bulgaria,  Czechoslovakia,  and 
the  German  Democratic  Republic  have 
so  far  been  too  timid  to  take  similar 
steps.  And  the  economic  and  social,  as 
well  as  the  political  and  civil,  rights  of 
Romanian  citizens  have  eroded. 

Another  goal  we  set  ourselves  in 
1986  was  to  help  write  a  Vienna  Con- 
cluding Document  that  made  the  com- 
mitments of  the  Helsinki  and  Madrid 
documents  more  specific,  as  well  as  car- 
rying them  into  new  areas.  This  joint 
effort  succeeded  beyond  all  expectation. 
At  Vienna  our  35  countries  took  on  spe- 
cific commitments  in  such  areas  as  free- 
dom of  movement,  freedom  of  religion, 
rights  of  minorities,  the  fight  against 
terrorism,  rights  of  prisoners,  rights  of 


citizens  to  monitor  the  human  rights 
performance  of  their  own  governments, 
ensuring  of  free  reception  of  foreign  ra- 
dio broadcasts  and  unhindered  receipt 
of  mail  and  telephone  calls.  In  addition, 
there  are  numerous  obligations  de- 
signed to  prevent  the  delay  or  denial  of 
permission  to  travel  abroad,  including 
through  the  abuse  of  an  applicant's  once 
having  had  access  to  security 
information. 

In  sum,  the  Vienna  Concluding 
Document  is  the  most  comprehensive 
statement  of  human  rights  commit- 
ments which  has  ever  existed  in  the 
CSCE  process  or  in  the  East-West 
framework  in  general.  While  we  have 
no  international  police  force  to  enforce 
it,  would-be  violaters  will  not  be  able  to 
abuse  it  without  cost  to  their  relations 
with  other  countries  or  to  their  image 
among  free  peoples. 

While  the  Vienna  meeting  helped 
to  improve  human  rights  compliance 
and  the  overall  climate  of  East-West 
relations,  it  also  left  much  unfinished 
business.  That's  why  I  see  Vienna  not 
as  an  end,  but  as  a  beginning.  In  the 
area  of  military  security,  it  marks  the 
beginning  of  two  major  arms  control 
negotiations.  The  follow-on  negotiations 
on  confidence-  and  security-building 
measures  will  extend  the  pioneering 
work  of  the  Stockholm  conference.  The 
negotiation  on  conventional  armed 
forces  in  Europe  between  the  23  mem- 
bers of  NATO  and  the  Warsaw  Pact  will 
be  the  most  important  Europe-wide 
arms  control  negotiation  to  be  con- 
ducted over  coming  years. 

In  addition,  in  the  next  three  years 
there  will  be  nine  CSCE  meetings  in 
Eastern,  Western  and  neutral  or  non- 
aligned  countries.  Their  subjects  reflect 
the  variety  and  richness  of  the  CSCE 
process:  information,  economics,  the 
environment,  the  Mediterranean, 
peaceful  settlement  of  disputes,  culture 
and — most  important — human  rights. 
The  Vienna  meeting  has  created  a 
mechanism  enabling  any  country  to 


raise  any  human  rights  issue  with  any 
other  country  at  any  time.  This  mecha- 
nism, coupled  with  human  rights  meet- 
ings in  1989  in  Paris,  1990  in  Copen- 
hagen, and  1991  in  Moscow,  gives  us  a 
continuous  process  of  human  rights 
review. 

For  the  first  time,  three  of  these 
meetings  will  be  in  communist  coun- 
tries: an  environment  meeting  in  Sofia, 
Bulgaria;  a  cultural  forum  in  Krakow, 
Poland;  and  the  third  human  rights 
meeting  in  Moscow.  The  Vienna  docu- 
ment commits  all  host  countries,  includ- 
ing the  Soviet  Union,  to  provide  access 
for  foreign  journalists,  nongovernmen- 
tal organizations  and  individuals;  and  to 
allow  their  own  citizens  unimpeded  con- 
tact with  delegates  and  visitors.  Some 
may  see  the  Moscow  meeting  as  a  po- 
tential victory  for  Soviet  propaganda;  I 
see  it  as  a  victory  for  Western  values, 
since  even  the  Soviet  Union  is  prepared 
to  build  a  meeting  around  them.  And  if 
the  West  is  taking  a  risk  in  going  to 
Moscow,  so  is  President  Gorbachev  in 
opening  his  capital  city  to  an  objective 
review  of  the  Soviet  human  rights  rec- 
ord and  to  a  visit  from  the  entire 
CSCE  human  rights  community. 

As  our  35  nations  prepare  to  return 
to  the  source  of  the  CSCE  process — to 
Helsinki — in  1992,  we  must  recognize 
that  our  job  is  only  half  done.  Com- 
pliance has  improved  but  is  still  in- 
adequate— in  many  cases,  seriously 
inadequate.  The  openness  which  was 
the  hallmark  of  the  Vienna  meeting- 
must  be  increased  and  expanded.  And 
our  countries  must  turn  with  renewed 
intensity  to  the  destruction  of  the  bar- 
riers which  have  divided  Europe  since 
World  War  II.  The  United  States  will 
continue  to  play  an  active  and  construc- 
tive role  in  that  great  objective  of  the 
CSCE  process:  to  make  Europe  whole. 

Warren  Zimmermann 

Chairman 

U.S.  Delegation 

to  the  Vienna  CSCE 

Follow-Up  Meeting- 
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doms,  in  all  their  aspects,  as  embodied  in 
the  Final  Act,  held  in  Ottawa  from  7  May 
to  17  June  1985.  They  welcomed  the  fact 
that  frank  discussions  had  taken  place  of 
matters  of  key  concern.  Noting  that  these 
discussions  had  not  led  to  agreed  conclu- 
sions, they  agreed  that  such  thorough  ex- 
changes of  views  themselves  constitute  a 
valuable  contribution  to  the  CSCE  process. 
In  this  respect  it  was  noted  in  particular 
that  proposals  made  at  the  meeting  had 
received  further  consideration  at  the 
Vienna  Follow-up  Meeting.  They  also  wel- 
comed the  decision  to  allow  public  access 
to  part  of  the  meeting  and  noted  that  this 
principle  was  further  developed  at  later 
meetings. 


Confidence-  and  Security- 
Building  Measures  and  Certain 
Aspects  of  Security  and 
Disarmament  in  Europe 

Stockholm  Conference: 
Assessment  of  Progress  Achieved 

The  participating  States, 

In  accordance  with  the  relevant  provi- 
sions of  the  Madrid  Concluding  Document, 
assessed  progress  achieved  during  the 
Conference  on  Confidence-  and  Security- 
Building  Measures  and  Disarmament  in 
Europe,  which  met  in  Stockholm  from 
17  January  1984  to  19  September  1986. 

They  welcomed  the  adoption  at  Stock- 
holm of  a  set  of  mutally  complementary 
confidence-  and  securitv-building  measures 
(CSBMs). 

They  noted  that  these  measures  are  in 
accordance  with  the  criteria  of  the  Madrid 
mandate  and  constitute  a  substantial  im- 
provement and  extension  of  the  confidence- 
building  measures  adopted  in  the  Final 
Act. 

They  noted  that  the  adoption  of  the 
Stockholm  Document  was  a  politically  sig- 
nificant achievement  and  that  its  measures 
are  an  important  step  in  efforts  aimed  at 
reducing  the  risk  of  military  confrontation 
in  Europe.  They  agreed  that  the  extent  to 
which  the  measures  will  in  practice  con- 
tribute to  greater  confidence  and  security 
will  depend  on  the  record  of  implementa- 
tion. They  were  encouraged  by  initial 
implementation  and  noted  that  further  ex- 
perience and  detailed  review  will  be  re- 
quired. They  reaffirmed  their 
determination  to  comply  strictly  with  and 
apply  in  good  faith  all  the  provisions  of  the 
Document  of  the  Stockholm  Conference. 

They  reaffirmed  their  commitment  to 
the  provisions  of  the  Madrid  Concluding 
Document  relating  to  the  Conference  on 


Confidence-  and  Security-Building  Meas- 
ures and  Disarmament  in  Europe  and 
agreed  to  resume  the  work  of  the  Confer- 
ence with  a  view  to  achieving  further 
progress  towards  its  aim. 

New  Efforts  for  Security 
and  Disarmament  in  Europe 

The  participating  States, 

Recalling  the  relevant  provisions  of  the 
Final  Act  and  of  the  Madrid  Concluding 
Document  according  to  which  they  recog- 
nize the  interest  of  all  of  them  in  efforts 
aimed  at  lessening  military  confrontation 
and  promoting  disarmament, 

Reaffirming  their  determination  ex- 
pressed in  the  Final  Act  to  strengthen  con- 
fidence among  them  and  thus  to  contribute 
to  increasing  stability  and  security  in 
Europe, 

Stressing  the  complementary  nature 
of  the  efforts  within  the  framework  of  the 
CSCE  process  aimed  at  building  confidence 
and  security  and  establishing  stability  and 
achieving  progress  in  disarmament,  in 
order  to  lessen  military  confrontation  and 
to  enhance  security  for  all, 

Stressing  that  in  undertaking  such 
efforts  they  will  respect  the  security  inter- 
ests of  all  CSCE  participating  States  in- 
herent in  their  sovereign  equality, 

Having  also  considered  ways  and  ap- 
propriate means  to  continue  their  efforts 
for  security  and  disarmament  in  Europe, 

Have  reached  the  understanding  that 
these  efforts  should  be  structured  as  set 
forth  below: 

NEGOTIATIONS  ON  CONFIDENCE- 
AND  SECURITY-BUILDING 
MEASURES 

The  participating  States  have  agreed  that 
Negotiations  on  Confidence-  and  Security- 
Building  Measures  will  take  place  in  order 
to  build  upon  and  expand  the  results  al- 
ready achieved  at  the  Stockholm  Confer- 
ence with  the  aim  of  elaborating  and 
adopting  a  new  set  of  mutually  complemen- 
tary confidence-  and  security-building 
measures  designed  to  reduce  the  risk  of 
military  confrontation  in  Europe.  These 
negotiations  will  take  place  in  accordance 
with  the  Madrid  mandate.  The  decisions  of 
the  Preparatory  Meeting  held  in  Helsinki 
from  25  October  to  11  November  1983 
will  be  applied,  mutatis  mutandis,  (see 
Annex  II). 

These  negotiations  will  take  place  in 
Vienna,  commencing  the  week  beginning 
on  6  March  1989. 

The  next  Follow-up  Meeting  of  the  par- 
ticipating States  of  the  CSCE,  to  be  held 
in  Helsinki,  commencing  on  24  March  1992, 
will  assess  the  progress  achieved  in  these 
negotiations. 


NEGOTIATION  ON  CONVENTIONAL 
ARMED  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 

The  Negotiation  on  Conventional  Armed 
Forces  in  Europe  will  take  place  as  agreed 
by  those  States  named  in  the  mandate  con- 
tained in  the  Chairman's  statement  in 
Annex  III  of  this  document,  who  among 
themselves  have  determined  the  agenda, 
the  rules  of  procedure  and  the  organiza- 
tional modalities  of  these  negotiations,  and 
will  determine  their  timetable  and  results. 
These  negotiations  will  be  conducted 
within  the  framework  of  the  CSCE 
process. 

These  negotiations  will  take  place  in 
Vienna,  commencing  in  the  week  beginning 
on  6  March  1989. 

The  next  Follow-up  Meeting  of  the  par- 
ticipating States  of  the  CSCE,  to  be  held 
in  Helsinki,  commencing  on  24  March  1992, 
will  exchange  views  on  the  progress 
achieved  in  these  negotiations. 

MEETINGS  IN  ORDER  TO  EXCHANGE 
VIEWS  AND  INFORMATION 
CONCERNING  THE  COURSE  OF 
THE  NEGOTIATION  ON 
CONVENTIONAL  ARMED  FORCES 
IN  EUROPE 

It  has  been  agreed  that  the  participating 
States  will  hold  meetings  in  order  to  ex- 
change views  and  information  concerning 
the  course  of  the  Negotiation  on  Conven- 
tional Armed  Forces  in  Europe. 

These  meetings  will  be  held  at  least 
twice  during  each  session  of  the  Negotia- 
tion on  Conventional  Armed  Forces  in 
Europe. 

Provisions  on  practical  modalities  re- 
lating to  these  meetings  are  contained  in 
Annex  IV  of  this  Document. 

At  these  meetings,  substantive  infor- 
mation will  be  provided  by  the  participants 
in  the  Negotiation  on  Conventional  Armed 
Forces  in  Europe  on  developments,  prog- 
ress and  results  in  the  negotiations  with 
the  aim  of  enabling  each  participating 
State  to  appraise  their  course. 

The  participants  in  these  negotiations 
have  undertaken  to  take  into  considera- 
tion, in  the  course  of  their  negotiations, 
the  views  expressed  at  such  meetings  by 
other  participating  States  concerning  their 
own  security. 

Information  will  also  be  provided  on  a 
bilateral  basis. 

The  next  Follow-up  Meeting  of  the  par- 
ticipating States  of  the  CSCE,  to  be  held 
in  Helsinki,  commencing  on  24  March  1992, 
will  consider  the  functioning  of  these 
arrangments. 

Taking  into  account  the  relevant  provi- 
sions of  the  Final  Act  and  of  the  Madrid 
Concluding  Document,  and  having  consid- 
ered the  results  achieved  in  the  two  nego- 
tiations, and  also  in  the  light  of  other 
relevant  negotiations  on  security  and  disar- 
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mament  affecting  Europe,  a  future  CSCE 
follow-up  meeting  will  consider  ways  and 
appropriate  means  for  the  participating 
States  to  continue  their  efforts  for  security 
and  disarmament  in  Europe,  including  the 
question  of  supplementing  the  Madrid 
mandate  for  the  next  stage  of  the  Confer- 
ence on  Confidence-  and  Security-Building 
Measures  and  Disarmament  in  Europe. 


Co-operation  in  the  Field  of 
Economics,  of  Science  and 
Technology  and  of  the 
Environment 


The  participating  States  reaffirm  their 
willingness  to  further  their  co-operation  in 
the  fields  of  economics,  of  science  and  tech- 
nology and  of  the  environment,  and  to  pro- 
mote stable  and  equitable  international 
economic  relations  in  the  interest  of  all 
States.  They  express  their  readiness  to  in- 
tensify the  dialogue  in  the  competent  fora 
with  a  view  to  facilitating  appropriate  solu- 
tions for  key  interrelated  economic  issues 
such  as  money,  finance,  debt  and  trade.  In 
this  connection  they  stress  the  importance 
of  policies  aimed  at  promoting  structural 
adjustments,  stimulating  the  growth  of  na- 
tional economies  and  creating  an  interna- 
tional economic  environment  conducive  to 
development. 

The  participating  States  recognize  the 
important  role  of  the  United  Nations  Eco- 
nomic Commission  for  Europe  (ECE)  in 
fostering  regional  economic  co-operation 
and  in  contributing  to  the  implementation 
of  the  provisions  of  the  Final  Act  and  sub- 
sequent CSCE  documents.  They  express 
their  readiness  to  make  further  use  of  the 
existing  framework,  resources  and  experi- 
ence of  the  ECE  in  areas  which  are  of 
significance  for  the  implementation  of  rec- 
ommendations of  the  CSCE. 

Trade  and  Industrial  Cooperation 

1.  In  order  to  make  better  use  of  their 
economic  potential,  and  to  foster  the  ex- 
pansion of  their  commercial  exchanges,  the 
participating  States  will  make  further 
efforts  to  promote  favourable  conditions  for 
trade  and  industrial  co-operation,  taking 
into  account  all  the  relevant  provisions  of 
the  Final  Act  and  the  Madrid  Concluding 
Document. 

2.  The  participating  States  recognize 
the  importance  of  favourable  business  con- 
ditions for  the  development  of  trade  be- 
tween them.  They  will  facilitate  direct 
contacts  between  business  people,  potential 
buyers  and  end-users,  including  on-site 
contacts  relevant  to  the  business  intended 
or  being  transacted.  They  will  take  meas- 
ures to  improve  working  conditions  for 
business  people  regarding,  among  other 
things,  accreditation,  accommodation,  com- 
munications   and  recruitment  and  manage- 
ment of  personnel.  They  will  also  take 


measures  to  avoid  unjustifiable  delays  in 
visa  procedures  and  customs  clearance. 
Further,  they  recognize  the  opportunities 
offered  by  trade  fairs  and  exhibitions  for 
developing  commercial  contacts  and  achiev- 
ing concrete  business  results. 

3.  The  participating  States  will  con- 
tinue their  efforts  further  to  reduce  or  pro- 
gressively eliminate  obstacles  of  all  kinds 
to  trade,  thus  contributing  to  the  expan- 
sion and  diversification  of  their  commercial 
relations.  They  express  their  support  for 
the  work  done  in  this  field  in  appropriate 
international  fora. 

4.  The  participating  States  will  encour- 
age forms  of  trade  compatible  with  the  ef- 
ficient conduct  of  international  business 
relations  and  will  also  encourage  business 
partners  to  decide  independently  upon 
their  trading  patterns.  As  to  compensation 
transactions  in  all  their  forms,  they  recom- 
mend that  proposals  of  this  kind  be  ad- 
dressed at  the  beginning  of  negotiations 
and,  when  agreed  upon,  dealt  with  in  a 
flexible  way,  especially  regarding  the 
choice  of  products.  In  this  connection  the 
special  concerns  of  small  and  medium-sized 
enterprises  should  be  taken  into  account. 
The  participating  States  recognize  the 
valuable  role  of  the  ECE  in  dealing 

with  questions  related  to  compensation 
transactions. 

5.  The  participating  States  recognize 
that,  within  their  respective  economies,  in- 
creased autonomy  for  enterprises  can  help 
achieve  a  better  response  to  market  needs 
and  thus  contribute  to  the  development  of 
trade  and  co-operation  among  them. 

6.  In  order  to  facilitate  the  identifica- 
tion of  market  opportunities,  the  partici- 
pating States  will  further  promote  the 
publication  and  availability  of  comprehen- 
sive, comparable  and  timely  economic  and 
commercial  information.  They  will  publish 
up-to-date  macroeeonomic  information  and 
statistics,  and  envisage  making  balance  of 
payments  figures  available.  They  will  also 
provide  the  United  Nations  trade  data- 
bank, COMTRADE,  with  detailed  data  in  a 
format  relevant  to  the  efficient  conduct  of 
foreign  trade.  They  will  encourage  co- 
operation between  their  statistical  services 
and  within  the  framework  of  the  ECE  in 
order,  inter  alia,  to  facilitate  the  identifi- 
cation of  disparities  in  foreign  trade  statis- 
tics and  to  improve  the  international 
comparability  of  such  statistics.  Further- 
more, they  consider  it  useful  to  increase 
the  publication  and  exchange  of  statistics 
on  such  topics  as  demography,  public 
health,  agriculture,  the  environment  and 
energy. 

7.  Noting  the  growing  importance  of 
services  in  their  mutual  economic  rela- 
tions, the  participating  States  will  exam- 
ine, in  appropriate  bodies,  developments  in 
this  area  and  prospects  for  improved  access 
to  the  services'  market. 

8.  Affirming  the  importance  of  indus- 
trial co-operation  in  their  long-term  eco- 
nomic relations,  the  participating  States 
will  promote  measures  designed  to  create 
favourable  conditions  for  the  development 
of  such  co-operation.  They  will  therefore 


examine,  within  the  competent  fora,  the 
improvement  of  the  legal,  administrative 
and  economic  framework  for  industrial 
co-operation.  Furthermore,  they  will  ex- 
change contacts  between  potential  part- 
ners, develop  exchanges  of  appropriate 
information  and  promote  the  participation 
of  small  and  medium-sized  enterprises  in 
industrial  co-operation. 

9.  The  participating  States  recognize 
that  productive,  competitive  and  profit- 
earning  joint  ventures  can  play  a  role  in 
mutually  beneficial  industrial  co-operation. 
They  will  improve  the  legal,  administrative 
and  financial  conditions  for  investment  in, 
and  operation  of,  joint  ventures.  They  will 
also  promote  the  exchange  of  all  informa- 
tion relevant  to  the  establishment  of  joint 
ventures,  including  all  necessary  technical 
information,  as  well  as  information  on  man- 
agement, labour  conditions,  accounting  and 
taxation,  repatriation  of  profits  and  the 
protection  of  investments,  production  con- 
ditions and  access  to  domestic  supplies  and 
markets. 

10.  The  participating  States  stress  the 
importance  of  their  standardization  policies 
and  practices,  and  of  related  activities  for 
the  facilitation  of  international  trade,  espe- 
cially regarding  products  subject  to  com- 
pulsory certification.  Accordingly,  they 
will  consider  mutual  recognition  of  their 
national  testing  and  certification  pro- 
cedures and  practices,  and  promote  co- 
operation among  relevant  national  bodies 
and  within  international  organizations 
including  the  ECE. 

11.  The  participating  States  recognize 
the  growing  importance  of  effective  mar- 
keting in  the  development  of  trade  and  in- 
dustrial co-operation,  in  the  production 
and  promotion  of  new  products  and  in 
meeting  the  needs  of  the  consumer.  Given 
the  growth  of  marketing  opportunities, 
they  will  seek  to  improve  the  conditions  for 
firms  and  organizations  engaging  in  re- 
search into  domestic  or  foreign  markets 
and  in  other  marketing  activities. 

12.  The  participating  States  affirm  the 
usefulness  for  all  enterprises,  and  espe- 
cially for  small  and  medium-sized  ones,  of 
flexible  and  mutually  agreed  arbitration 
provisions  for  ensuring  the  equitable  set- 
tlement of  disputes  in  international  trade 
and  industrial  co-operation.  Bearing  in 
mind  the  relevant  provisions  of  the  Final 
Act  and  the  Madrid  Concluding  Document 
they  attach  particular  importance  to  free- 
dom in  the  choice  of  arbitrators,  including 
the  presiding  arbitrator,  and  of  the  country 
of  arbitration.  They  recommend  that  con- 
sideration be  given  to  the  adoption  of  the 
Model  Law  on  international  commercial 
arbitration  of  the  United  Nations  Com- 
mission on  International  Trade  Law 
(UNCITRAL).  In  addition,  they  recognize 
the  value  of  agreements  on  co-operation  in 
the  field  of  commercial  arbitration  between 
Chambers  of  Commerce  and  other  arbitra- 
tion bodies. 
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13.  The  participating  States  agree  to 
convene  a  Conference  on  Economic  Co-op- 
eration in  Europe.  This  Conference  will 
take  place  in  Bonn  from  19  March  to 
11  April  1990.  The  aim  of  the  Conference  is 
to  provide  new  impulses  for  economic  rela- 
tions between  participating  States,  in  par- 
ticular by  improving  business  conditions 
for  commercial  exchanges  and  industrial 
co-operation,  and  by  considering  new  pos- 
sibilities for,  and  ways  of,  economic  co-op- 
eration. The  Conference  will  be  attended 
by  representatives  of  the  participating 
States  and  of  the  business  community.  The 
agenda,  timetable  and  other  organizations 
modalities  are  set  out  in  Annex  V.  The 
next  Follow-up  Meeting,  to  be  held  in 
Helsinki,  commencing  on  24  March  1992, 
will  assess  the  results  achieved  at  the 
Conference. 

Science  and  Technology 

14.  The  participating  States  emphasize  the 
important  role  of  science  and  technology  in 
their  overall  economic  and  social  develop- 
ment, bearing  in  mind  particularly  those 
sciences  and  technologies  which  are  of  di- 
rect relevance  to  improving  the  quality  of 
life. 

15.  Recognizing  the  importance  of  sci- 
entific and  technological  co-operation, 
the  participating  States  will  develop  fur- 
ther mutually  advantageous  co-operation 
in  the  fields  already  set  forth  in  the  Final 
Act,  and  will  examine  possibilities  for  co- 
operation in  new  areas  of  growing  impor- 
tance and  common  interest.  Furthermore, 
they  express  their  intention  to  improve 
conditions  for  such  co-operation  by  foster- 
ing the  exchange  of  information  on,  and 
experience  with,  scientific  and  techno- 
logical achievements,  having  in  mind  espe- 
cially the  interests  of  the  countries  of  the 
region  which  are  developing  from  the  eco- 
nomic point  of  view. 

16.  The  participating  States  also  re- 
affirm the  role  of  general  intergovernmen- 
tal agreements  as  well  as  of  bilateral 
agreements  involving  universities,  scien- 
tific and  technological  institutions  and  in- 
dustry, in  developing  mutually  beneficial 
exchanges.  Underlining  the  importance  of 
freedom  of  communication  and  exchange 
of  views  for  progress  in  science  and  tech- 
nology, they  will  promote  and  support 
direct  and  individual  contacts  between  sci- 
entists, specialists  and  interested  business 
people.  Recalling  the  conclusions  reached 
at  the  Hamburg  Scientific  Forum,  they  will 
respect  human  rights  and  fundamental 
freedoms,  which  represent  one  of  the  foun- 
dations for  a  significant  improvement  in  in- 
ternational scientific  co-operation  at  all 
levels.  They  will  also  endeavour  to  create 
conditions  enabling  interested  partners  to 
develop  appropriate  joint  research  pro- 
grammes and  projects  on  the  basis  of  reci- 
procity and  mutual  advantage  and,  when 
appropriate,  on  a  commercial  basis. 


17.  Given  the  depletion  of  natural  re- 
sources, including  non-renewable  sources 
of  energy,  the  participating  States  will  pro- 
mote co-operation  in  the  rational  use  of 
such  resources,  and  in  the  use  of  alter- 
native sources  of  energy,  including  ther- 
monuclear fusion. 

18.  Taking  note  of  the  progress  made 
in,  and  the  new  opportunities  offered  by, 
research  and  development  in  biotechnology, 
the  participating  States  consider  it  desir- 
able to  enhance  the  exchange  of  informa- 
tion on  laws  and  regulations  relating  to  the 
safety  aspects  of  genetic  engineering.  They 
will  therefore  facilitate  consultation  and 
exchange  of  information  on  safety  guide- 
lines. In  this  context  they  emphasize  the 
importance  of  ethical  principles  when  deal- 
ing with  genetic  engineering  and  its 
application. 

19.  The  participating  States  will  de- 
velop their  co-operation  in  medical  and  re- 
lated sciences  by  intensifying  research  and 
the  exchange  of  information  on  drug  abuse 
and  on  new  or  increasingly  wide-spread 
diseases.  They  will  co-operate  in  particular 
in  combating  the  spread  of  AIDS  (acquired 
immune  deficiency  syndrome),  taking  into 
account  the  global  AIDS  Strategy  of  the 
World  Health  Organization  (WHO).  They 
will  also  co-operate  in  research  concerning 
the  long-term  consequences  of  radiation. 

20.  The  participating  States  recognize 
the  importance  of  scientific  research,  of  en- 
vironmentally sound  technologies  and,  in 
particular,  of  improved  international  coop- 
eration in  these  fields,  for  the  monitoring, 
prevention  and  reduction  of  pollution.  They 
will  therefore  promote,  inter  alia,  within 
the  relevant  international  fora,  exchange  of 
information  on,  and  experience  with,  these 
technologies.  In  this  respect  they  will  also 
promote,  on  a  commercial  basis,  exchanges 
in  the  fields  of  pollution-abatement  tech- 
nologies, technologies  and  products  with 
less  or  no  emission  of  ozone-depleting  sub- 
stances, processing  and  combustion  tech- 
niques, new  methods  of  waste  treatment, 
including  recycling  and  disposal,  and  low- 
and  non-waste  technologies. 

21.  The  participating  States  will  ex- 
change appropriate  information  in  specific 
fields  of  engineering  industries  and  auto- 
mation. They  will  do  this  on  the  basis  of 
mutual  advantage  for  potential  partners, 
who  will  decide  independently  on  the  areas 
of  co-operation  and  with  due  respect  for 
bilateral  and  multilateral  agreements.  To 
this  end  they  will,  inter  alia,  develop  sta- 
tistics in  fields  of  engineering  industries  of 
commercial  importance. 

22.  In  the  context  of  their  scientific 
and  technological  co-operation,  the  par- 
ticipating States  will  consider  the  pos- 
sibility of  encouraging  the  development 
and  use  of  alternatives  to  animal  experi- 
mentation, including  for  product  testing. 

23.  In  the  important  field  of  nuclear 
energy,  the  participating  States  recognize 
that,  while  individual  States  should  assume 
full  responsibility  for  the  safety  of  their 


own  nuclear  facilities,  nuclear  safety  re- 
quires closer  international  co-operation,  es- 
pecially within  the  International  Atomic 
Energy  Agency  (IAEA).  They  note  that  it 
is  essential  to  maintain  the  highest  possi- 
ble safety  standards  in  the  management 
and  operation  of  nuclear  facilities.  They 
therefore  support  the  work  done  within  the 
IAEA  in  developing  basic  safety  principles, 
and  urge  all  States  to  use  the  revised  Nu- 
clear Safety  Standards — NUSS  codes — as  a 
basis  for  regulating  nuclear  safety  prac- 
tices. They  also  recall  the  need  further  to 
improve  the  efficiency  of  the  existing  sys- 
tem of  nuclear  liability. 

Environment 

24.  Recognizing  the  need  for  preventive 
action,  the  participating  States  will 
strengthen  their  co-operation  and  intensify 
efforts  aimed  at  protecting  and  improving 
the  environment,  bearing  in  mind  the  need 
to  maintain  and  restore  the  ecological  bal- 
ance in  air,  water  and  soil.  They  will  do 
this  by,  inter  alia,  developing  their  inter- 
nal legislation  and  international  commit- 
ments, and  by  applying  the  best  available 
means,  taking  into  account  levels  of  devel- 
opment as  well  as  economic  and  technical 
constraints.  They  underline  the  importance 
of  the  Regional  Strategy  for  Environ- 
mental Protection  and  Rational  Use  of  Nat- 
ural Resources  in  ECE  Member  Countries 
Covering  the  Period  up  to  the  Year  2000 
and  Beyond.  They  welcome,  and  will  take 
due  account  of,  the  report  of  the  World 
Commission  on  Environment  and  Develop- 
ment and  the  Environmental  Perspective 
to  the  Year  2000  and  Beyond,  as  well  as 
the  work  already  undertaken  within  the 
competent  international  fora,  in  particular 
within  the  framework  of  the  1979  Conven- 
tion on  Long-Range  Transboundary 
Air  Pollution  (hereafter  called  "the 
Convention"). 

25.  The  participating  States  are  con- 
vinced of  the  need  for  timely  and  effective 
reductions  of  sulphur  emissions  or  their 
transboundary  fluxes.  They  call  upon  con- 
tracting parties  and  signatories  to  the 
Convention  to  become  parties  to  the  Pro- 
tocol on  the  reduction  of  sulphur  emissions 
or  their  transboundary  fluxes  by  at  least 
30  per  cent.  They  recommend  that  further 
steps  to  reduce  sulphur  emissions,  in  line 
with  the  objectives  of  the  Protocol,  be 
taken  by  those  States  which  are  not  par- 
ties to  the  Protocol,  and  that  those  States 
where  this  goal  is  already  accomplished 
continue  to  control  their  emissions.  Recall- 
ing that  the  said  Protocol  provides  for  re- 
ductions of  sulphur  emissions  at  the  latest 
by  1993,  they  will  work  within  the  frame- 
work of  the  convention  for  the  elaboration 
at  an  early  date  of  an  arrangement  for  fur- 
ther reductions  of  sulphur  emissions  be- 
yond the  level  established  by  the  Protocol. 

26.  The  participating  States  consider 
that  control  and  reduction  of  nitrogen  ox- 
ide emissions,  or  their  transboundary 
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fluxes,  deserve  high  priority  in  their  pollu- 
tion abatement  programmes.  They  welcome 
the  elaboration  and  adoption  of  a  protocol 
on  control  of  nitrogen  oxide  emissions. 

27.  Furthermore,  they  recognize  the 
need  to  develop,  within  the  framework  of 
the  Convention,  arrangements  to  reduce 
emissions  of  other  relevant  air  pollutants 
such  as  hydrocarbons  and  those  produc- 
ing photochemical  oxidants.  They  will 
strengthen  their  co-operation  accordingly, 
including  by  collecting  and  processing  the 
necessary  information. 

28.  The  participating  States  agree  to 
strengthen  and  develop  the  Cooperative 
Programme  for  the  Monitoring  and  Evalua- 
tion of  the  Long-Range  Transmission  of 
Air  Pollutants  in  Europe  (EMEP),  inter 
alia,  through  extending  and  improving  the 
system  of  monitoring  stations,  providing 
EMEP  with  the  necessary  information  re- 
garding emissions  of  pollutants,  furthering 
developing  comparable  methods  of  meas- 
urement and  expanding  coverage  to  in- 
clude other  relevant  air  pollutants,  in  par- 
ticular nitrogen  oxides,  hydrocarbons  and 
photochemical  oxidants.  They  also  recom- 
mend that  those  countries  which  have  not 
yet  done  so  should  become  parties  to  the 
Protocol  on  the  Long-Term  Financing  of 
EMEP. 

29.  The  participating  States  will  make 
every  effort  to  become  parties,  as  soon  as 
possible,  to  the  Vienna  Convention  for  the 
Protection  of  the  Ozone  Layer  and  to  the 
Montreal  Protocol  on  Substances  that  De- 
plete the  Ozone  Layer.  Further,  they  will 
foster  national  action  and  international  co- 
operation on  the  control  and  reduction  of 
the  emission  of  ozone-depleting 
substances. 

30.  The  participating  States  agree  that 
further  national  and  international  research 
efforts  should  be  made  regardng  the  global 
warming  phenomenon,  and  the  role  played 
therein  by  emissions  of  carbon  dioxide  and 
trace  gases  in  order  to  provide  a  scientific 
basis  for  mitigative  action. 

31.  In  order  to  protect  and  improve 
freshwater  resources  and  to  reduce  signifi- 
cantly the  pollution  of  seas  and  coastal 
areas,  transboundary  watercourses  and  in- 
ternational lakes  from  all  sources  of  pollu- 
tion, the  participating  States  will  develop 
and  intensify  national  efforts  as  well  as  bi- 
lateral and  multilateral  co-operation.  They 
recommend  the  elaboration  of  a  framework 
convention  or  specific  conventions  to  im- 
prove the  protection  of  transboundary  wa- 
tercourses and  international  lakes.  They 
will  reduce  significantly  discharges  of 
toxic,  persistent  and  potentially  hazardous 
substances.  Furthermore,  they  will  devote 
special  attention  to  the  development  of  ap- 
propriate alternatives  to  sea  disposal  in 
order  to  decrease  progressively  and  sub- 
stantially the  dumping  of  harmful  wastes 
and  the  incineration  of  noxious  liquid 
wastes  at  sea,  with  a  view  to  the  early 
termination  of  such  methods. 


32.  The  participating  States  recognize 
the  need  to  improve  international  co-opera- 
tion on  the  transboundary  movement  of 
hazardous  wastes.  Taking  into  account  the 
valuable  work  done  in  other  international 
fora,  they  will  encourage  the  elaboration 
of  international  agreements,  including  a 
global  convention  on  the  control  of  trans- 
boundary movements  of  hazardous  wastes. 

33.  The  participating  States  will  seek 
closer  co-operation  and  greater  exchange 
of  information  on  the  problems  associated 
with  potentially  hazardous  chemicals,  in- 
cluding assessment  of  the  risks  to  health 
and  the  environment.  They  will  explore 
possibilities  for  closer  harmonization  of 
their  legislation  and  regulations  on  the 
handling  of  these  chemicals. 

34.  The  participating  States  will 
strengthen  international  co-operation  on 
natural  resources  and  flora  and  fauna. 
They  will  promote  early  accession  to, 
and  effective  implementation  of,  relevant 
agreements.  They  will  also  develop  fur- 
ther effective  measures  to  combat  soil 
degradation  and  to  protect  flora,  fauna  and 
their  habitats  on  the  basis  of  the  Declara- 
tion on  this  subject  adopted  by  the  ECE. 
They  will  intensify  their  exchanges  of 
views  and  experience  on  ways  and  means 
of  achieving  a  more  rational  use  of  natural 
resources. 

35.  The  participating  States  acknowl- 
edge the  importance  of  the  contribution  of 
persons  and  organizations  dedicated  to  the 
protection  and  improvement  of  the  environ- 
ment, and  will  allow  them  to  express  their 
concerns.  They  w:ill  promote  greater  public 
awareness  and  understanding  of  environ- 
mental issues  and  will  co-operate  in  the 
field  of  environmental  education,  inter  alia, 
through  exchanges  of  experience  and  re- 
sults of  research  studies,  development  of 
educational  programmes  and  ecological 
training. 

36.  The  participating  States  will  co- 
operate bilaterally  and  multilaterally  with 

a  view  to  improving  and  co-ordinating  their 
arrangements  for  prevention,  early  warn- 
ing, exchange  of  information  and  mutual 
assistance  in  cases  of  industrial  accidents 
likely  to  cause  transboundary  damage  to 
the  environment.  They  will  also  initiate  the 
examination  of  key  elements  related  to  the 
transboundary  character  of  industrial  acci- 
dents, such  as  clean  up,  restoration  and 
liability. 

37.  The  participating  States  agree  to 
convene  a  Meeting  on  the  protection  of  the 
environment.  This  Meeting  will  take  place 
in  Sofia  from  Hi  October  to  3  November 
1989.  The  aim  of  the  Meeting  is  to  elabo- 
rate recommendations  on  principles  and 
guidelines  for  further  measures  and  co- 
operation in  new  and  important  areas  of  en- 
vironmental protection.  The  agenda,  time- 
table and  other  organizational  modalities 
are  set  out  in  Annex  VI.  The  next  Follow- 
up  Meeting,  to  be  held  in  Helsinki,  com- 
mencing on  24  March  1992,  will  assess  the 
results  achieved  at  the  meeting. 


Co-operation  in  Other  Areas 

38.  The  participating  States  recognize  the 
important  role  of  transport  in  economic 
and  social  development  and  the  overall 
consequences  of  increased  activity  in  the 
transport  sector,  including  problems  re- 
lated to  the  environment.  They  will  there- 
fore encourage  the  elaboration  of  measures 
for  achieving  an  economically  more  effi- 
cient transport  system,  taking  into  account 
the  relative  merits  of  different  modes  of 
transport  and  their  potential  effects  on  hu- 
man health,  safety  and  the  environment. 
In  this  connection  they  will,  through  bilat- 
eral and  multilateral  means,  give  particu- 
lar attention  to  questions  concerning 
multimodal  transport  networks,  combined 
transport,  transit  flows  and  the  simplifica- 
tion of  transport  formalities  and,  in  partic- 
ular, of  transport  documents.  They  also 
welcome  the  work  done  by  the  ECE  in  this 
context. 

39.  The  participating  States  underline 
the  economic  importance  of  tourism  and  its 
contribution  to  the  mutual  understanding 
of  peoples.  They  therefore  favour  the  de- 
velopment of  co-operation  in  this  field  and 
will  facilitate  normal  contacts  between 
tourists  and  the  local  population.  To  this 
end  they  will  endeavour  to  improve  the  in- 
frastructure for  tourism,  inter  alia, 

by  diversifying  accommodation  and  by 
developing  facilities  for  low-budget  and 
youth  tourism,  including  small-scale  pri- 
vate accommodation.  They  will  also  con- 
sider in  a  positive  spirit  the  progressive 
phasing  out  for  foreign  tourists  of  mini- 
mum exchange  requirements  where  they 
apply,  allow  the  reconversion  of  legally  ac- 
quired local  currency  and,  furthermore, 
encourage  non-discriminatory  pricing  for 
all  foreign  tourists  irrespective  of  their  na- 
tionality. They  will  also  reduce  arrival  and 
departure  procedures  to  the  necessary 
minimum.  The  participating  States  will 
create  conditions  conducive  to  the  estab- 
lishment of  joint  projects  in  the  field  of 
tourism,  including  joint  ventures  and  per- 
sonnel training  programmes. 

40.  The  participating  States  emphasize 
the  need  for  effective  implementation  of 
the  provisions  of  the  Final  Act  and  the 
Madrid  Concluding  Document  relating  to 
migrant  workers  and  their  families  in  Eu- 
rope. They  invite  host  countries  and  coun- 
tries of  origin  to  make  efforts  to  improve 
further  the  economic,  social,  cultural  and 
other  conditions  of  life  for  migrant  workers 
and  their  families  legally  residing  in  the 
host  countries.  They  recommend  that  host 
countries  and  countries  of  origin  should 
promote  their  bilateral  co-operation  in  rel- 
evant fields  with  a  view  to  facilitating  the 
reintegration  of  migrant  workers  and  their 
families  returning  to  their  country  of 
origin. 
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41.  The  participating  States  will,  in  ac- 
cordance with  their  relevant  commitments 
undertaken  in  the  Final  Act  and  the  Madrid 
('(including  Document,  consider  favourably 
applications  for  family  reunification  as  well 
as  family  contacts  and  visits  involving  mi- 
grant workers  from  other  participating 
States  legally  residing  in  the  host  countries. 

42.  The  participating  States  will  en- 
sure that  migrant  workers  from  other  par- 
ticipating States  and  their  families  can 
freely  enjoy  and  maintain  their  national 
culture  and  have  access  to  the  culture  of 
the  host  country. 

43.  Aiming  at  ensuring  effective  equal- 
ity of  opportunity  between  the  children  of 
migrant  workers  and  the  children  of  their 
own  nationals  regarding  access  to  all  forms 
and  levels  of  education,  the  participating 
States  affirm  their  readiness  to  take  meas- 
ures needed  for  the  better  use  and  im- 
provement of  educational  opportunities. 
Furthermore,  they  will  encourage  or  facili- 
tate, where  reasonable  demand  exists,  sup- 
plementary teaching  in  their  mother 
tongue  for  the  children  of  migrant 
workers. 

44.  The  participating  States  recognize 
that  issues  of  migrant  workers  have  their 
human  dimension. 

45.  The  participating  States  acknowl- 
edge that  the  impact  of  economic  and  tech- 
nological change  is  being  acutely  felt  in  the 
work  place.  They  underline  their  readiness 
to  encourage  co-operation  in  the  field  of 
vocational  training  policy  through  in- 
creased exchange  of  information  and  expe- 
rience, with  the  aim  of  enhancing  the 
educational  standards,  professional  knowl- 
edge, skills  and  adaptability  of  personnel 
involved  in  industry  and  commerce. 

46.  The  participating  States  recognize 
the  importance  of  facilitating  the  integra- 
tion of  young  people  into  professional  life. 
They  will  therefore  continue  their  efforts 
to  ensure  the  necessary  conditions  for  the 
education  and  vocational  training  of  young 
people  and  to  promote  youth  employment 
opportunities  in  various  sectors  of  the 
economy.  They  will  continue  their  efforts 
to  create  conditions  for  developing  the 
level  of  scientific  and  cultural  knowledge  of 
their  citizens,  especially  young  people, 
and  for  facilitating  their  access  to  achieve- 
ments in  the  areas  of  natural  and  social 
sciences,  as  well  as  culture. 


Questions  Relating  to  Security 
and  Co-operation  in  the 
Mediterranean 


The  participating  States  reaffirm  their 
commitment  to,  and  stress  the  continuing 
relevance  of,  the  provisions  of  the  Final 
Act  and  the  Madrid  Concluding  Document 
concerning  security  and  cooperation  in  the 
Mediterranean;  in  this  context,  they  under- 
line the  relevance  of  the  Mediterranean 
paragraph  of  the  Stockholm  Document. 


They  stress  the  importance  of  the 
CSCE  process  for  increasing  security  and 
improving  cooperation  in  the  Mediterra- 
nean area. 

They  reiterate  their  conviction  that  se- 
curity in  Europe  is  to  be  considered  in  the 
broader  context  of  world  security  and  is 
closely  linked  with  security  in  the  Mediter- 
ranean area  as  a  whole,  and  that  accord- 
ingly the  process  of  improving  security 
should  not  be  confined  to  Europe  but 
should  extend  to  other  parts  of  the  world, 
and  in  particular  to  the  Mediterranean 
area. 

They  express  their  concern  over  the 
continuing  tensions  in  the  region  and  re- 
new their  willingness  to  intensify  efforts 
towards  finding  just,  viable  and  lasting  so- 
lutions, through  peaceful  means,  to  out- 
standing crucial  problems. 

They  consider  that  broader  and  more 
active  cooperation  could  contribute  to  in- 
creased mutual  understanding  and  en- 
hanced confidence,  thereby  promoting 
stability,  security  and  peace  in  the  region. 

They  note  the  results  of  existing  bilat- 
eral and  multilateral  forms  of  co-operation 
and  express  their  readiness  to  increase 
efforts  in  the  economic,  scientific  and  cul- 
tural fields,  and  in  the  field  of  environ- 
ment, taking  due  account  of  the  interests 
of  the  developing  countries  in  the  region, 
and  taking  into  consideration  the  work  un- 
derway in  these  fields. 

They  note  with  satisfaction  the  posi- 
tive outcome  of  the  Seminar  on  economic, 
scientific  and  cultural  cooperation  in  the 
Mediterranean  within  the  framework  of  the 
results  of  the  Valletta  Meeting  of  1979,  held 
in  Venice  from  16  to  26  October  1984  in 
accordance  with  the  relevant  provisions 
and  objectives  of  the  Madrid  Concluding 
Document.  They  welcome  the  concrete  con- 
tribution of  this  Seminar  to  the  develop- 
ment of  cooperation  in  the  Mediterranean 
area  and  they  support  continued  efforts  to 
implement  its  recommendations  as  well  as 
those  of  the  Valletta  Meeting. 

They  note  the  continuing  interest  of 
the  non-participating  Mediterranean  States 
in  the  CSCE  and  in  efforts  with  the  par- 
ticipating States  in  strengthening  security 
and  promoting  co-operation  in  the  Mediter- 
ranean. They  recognize  to  this  end  the 
need  to  maintain  and  amplify  their  con- 
tacts with  the  non-participating  Mediterra- 
nean States  as  initiated  by  the  CSCE  and 
to  develop  good  neighbourly  relations  with 
all  of  them,  with  due  regard  to  reciprocity 
and  in  the  spirit  of  the  principles  contained 
in  the  Declaration  on  Principles  guiding  re- 
lations between  participating  States  of  the 
Final  Act. 

The  participating  States,  in  conformity 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Mediterranean 
chapters  of  the  Final  Act  and  the  Madrid 
Concluding  Document,  agree  to  convene  a 
Meeting  on  the  Mediterranean  in  order  to 
consider  ways  and  means  of  further  en- 
hancing various  aspects  of  co-operation,  in- 
cluding the  protection  and  improvement  of 
Mediterranean  ecosystems,  with  the  aim  of 
widening  the  scope  of  their  co-operation 


with  the  non-participating  Mediterranean 
States  and  contributing  to  the  strengthen- 
ing of  confidence  and  security  in  the  region. 

Representatives  of  the  non-participat- 
ing Mediterranean  States  (Algeria,  Egypt, 
Israel,  Lebanon,  Libya,  Morocco,  Syria 
and  Tunisia)  and  representatives  of  the 
competent  international  organizations 
(UNESCO,  ECE,  UNEP,1  WHO,  ITU, 
IMO)  will  be  invited  to  this  meeting  in 
accordance  with  the  rules  and  practices 
adopted  for  the  previous  CSCE  Mediterra- 
nean follow-up  events. 

The  Meeting  will  be  held  in  Palma  de 
Mallorca  from  24  September  to  19  October 
1990.  The  agenda,  timetable  and  other 
organizational  modalities  are  set  out 
in  Annex  VII. 

The  next  Follow-up  Meeting,  to  be  held 
in  Helsinki,  commencing  on  24  March  1992, 
will  assess  the  results  achieved  at  this 
Meeting. 


Co-operation  in  Humanitarian 
and  Other  Fields 


The  participating  States, 

Considering  that  co-operation  in  hu- 
manitarian and  other  fields  is  an  essential 
factor  for  the  development  of  their 
relations, 

Agreeing  that  their  co-operation  in 
these  fields  should  take  place  in  full  re- 
spect for  the  principles  guiding  relations 
between  participating  States  as  set  forth  in 
the  Final  Act  as  well  as  for  the  provisions 
in  the  Madrid  Concluding  Document  and  in 
the  present  Document  pertaining  to  those 
principles, 

Confirming  that,  in  implementing  the 
provisions  concerning  co-operation  in  hu- 
manitarian and  other  fields  in  the  frame- 
work of  their  laws  and  regulations,  they 
will  ensure  that  those  laws  and  regulations 
conform  with  their  obligations  under  inter- 
national law  and  are  brought  into  harmony 
with  their  CSCE  commitments, 

Recognizing  that  the  implementation  of 
the  relevant  provisions  of  the  Final  Act 
and  of  the  Madrid  Concluding  Document 
requires  continuous  and  intensified  efforts, 

Have,  adopted  and  will  implement  the 
following: 

Human  Contacts 

1.  In  implementing  the  human  contacts 
provisions  of  the  Final  Act,  the  Madrid 
Concluding  Document  and  the  present  Doc- 
ument, they  will  fully  respect  their  obliga- 
tions under  international  law  as  referred  to 
in  the  subchapter  of  the  present  Document 
devoted  to  principles,  in  particular  that 
everyone  shall  be  free  to  leave  any  country, 
including  his  own,  and  to  return  to  his 
country,  as  well  as  their  international  com- 
mitments in  this  field. 
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2.  They  will  ensure  that  their  policies 
concerning  entry  into  their  territories  are 
fully  consistent  with  the  aims  set  out  in 
the  relevant  provisions  of  the  Final  Act, 
the  Madrid  Concluding  Document  and  the 
present  Document. 

3.  They  will  take  the  necessary  steps 
to  find  solutions  as  expeditiously  as  possi- 
ble, but  in  any  case  within  six  months,  to 
all  applications  based  on  the  human  con- 
tacts provisions  of  the  Final  Act  and  the 
Madrid  Concluding  Document,  outstanding 
at  the  conclusion  of  the  Vienna  Follow-up 
Meeting. 

4.  Thereafter  they  will  conduct  regular 
reviews  in  order  to  ensure  that  all  applica- 
tions based  on  the  human  contacts  provi- 
sions of  the  Final  Act  and  of  the  other 
aforementioned  CSCE  documents  are  being 
dealt  with  in  a  manner  consistent  with 
those  provisions. 

5.  They  will  decide  upon  applications 
relating  to  family  meetings  in  accordance 
with  the  Final  Act  and  the  other  afore- 
mentioned CSCE  documents  in  as  short  a 
time  as  possible  and  in  normal  practice 
within  one  month. 

6.  In  the  same  manner  they  will  decide 
upon  applications  relating  to  family  re- 
unification or  marriage  between  citizens  of 
different  States,  in  normal  practice  within 
three  months. 

7.  In  dealing  favourably  with  applica- 
tions relating  to  family  meetings,  they  will 
take  due  account  of  the  wishes  of  the  appli- 
cant, in  particular  on  the  timing  and  suffi- 
ciently long  duration  of  such  meetings,  and 
on  travelling  together  with  other  members 
of  his  family  for  joint  family  meetings. 

8.  In  dealing  favourably  with  applica- 
tions relating  to  family  meetings,  they  will 
also  allow  visits  to  and  from  more  distant 
relatives. 

9.  In  dealing  favourably  with  applica- 
tions relating  to  family  reunification  or 
marriage  between  citizens  of  different 
States,  they  will  respect  the  wishes  of  the 
applicants  on  the  country  of  destination 
ready  to  accept  them. 

10.  They  will  pay  particular  attention 
to  the  solution  of  problems  involving  the 
reunification  of  minor  children  with  their 
parents.  In  this  context  and  on  the  basis  of 
the  relevant  provisions  of  the  Final  Act 
and  of  the  other  aforementioned  CSCE 
documents,  they  will  ensure 

•  that  an  application  for  this  purpose 
submitted  while  the  child  is  a  minor  will  be 
dealt  with  favourably  and  expeditiously  in 
order  to  effect  the  reunification  without 
delay;  and 

•  that  adequate  arrangements  are 
made  to  protect  the  interests  and  welfare 
of  the  children  concerned. 

11.  They  will  consider  the  scope  for 
gradually  reducing  and  eventually  eliminat- 
ing any  requirement  which  might  exist  for 
travellers  to  obtain  local  currency  in  excess 
of  actual  expenditure,  giving  priority  to 


persons  travelling  for  the  purpose  of  family 
meetings.  They  will  accord  such  persons 
the  opportunity  in  practice  to  bring  in  or 
to  take  out  with  them  personal  possessions 
or  gifts. 

12.  They  will  pay  immediate  attention 
to  applications  for  travel  of  an  urgent  hu- 
manitarian nature  and  deal  with  them 
favourably  as  follows: 

•  They  will  decide  within  three  work- 
ing days  upon  applications  relating  to  vis- 
its to  a  seriously  ill  or  dying  family 
member,  travel  to  attend  the  funeral  of  a 
family  member  or  travel  by  those  who  have 
a  proven  need  of  urgent  medical  treatment 
or  who  can  be  shown  to  be  critically  or 
terminally  ill. 

•  They  will  decide  as  expeditiously  as 
possible  upon  applications  relating  to 
travel  by  those  who  are  seriously  ill  or  by 
the  elderly,  and  other  travel  of  an  urgent 
humanitarian  nature. 

•  They  will  intensify  efforts  by  their 
local,  regional  and  central  authorities  con- 
cerned with  the  implementation  of  the 
above,  and  ensure  that  charges  for  giving 
priority  treatment  to  such  applications  do 
not  exceed  costs  actually  incurred. 

13.  In  dealing  with  applications  for 
travel  for  family  meetings,  family  re- 
unification or  marriage  between  citizens  of 
different  States,  they  will  ensure  that  acts 
or  omissions  by  members  of  the  applicant's 
family  do  not  adversely  affect  the  rights  of 
the  applicant  as  set  forth  in  the  relevant 
international  instruments. 

14.  They  will  ensure  that  all  documents 
necessary  for  applications  based  on  the  hu- 
man contacts  provisions  of  the  Final  Act 
and  of  the  other  aforementioned  CSCE 
documents  are  easily  accessible  to  the  ap- 
plicant. The  documents  will  remain  valid 
throughout  the  application  procedure.  In 
the  event  of  a  renewed  application  the  doc- 
uments already  submitted  by  the  applicant 
in  connection  with  previous  applications 
will  be  taken  into  consideration. 

15.  They  will  simplify  practices  and 
gradually  reduce  administrative  require- 
ments for  applications  based  on  the  human 
contacts  provisions  of  the  Final  Act  and  of 
the  other  aforementioned  CSCE  documents. 

16.  They  will  ensure  that,  when  ap- 
plications based  on  the  human  contacts 
provisions  of  the  Final  Act  and  of  the  other 
aforementioned  CSCE  documents  are  re- 
fused for  reasons  specified  in  the  relevant 
international  instruments,  the  applicant  is 
promptly  provided  in  writing  with  an  offi- 
cial notification  of  the  grounds  on  which 
the  decision  was  based.  As  a  rule  and  in  all 
cases  where  the  applicant  so  requests,  he 
will  be  given  the  necessary  information 
about  the  procedure  for  making  use  of  any 
effective  administrative  or  judicial  reme- 
dies against  the  decision  available  to  him 
as  envisaged  in  the  afore-mentioned  inter- 
national instruments.  In  cases  where  exit 
for  permanent  settlement  abroad  is  in- 


volved, this  information  will  be  provided  as 
part  of  the  official  notification  foreseen 
above. 

17.  If  in  this  context  an  individual's  ap- 
plication for  travel  abroad  has  been  refused 
for  reasons  of  national  security,  they  will 
ensure  that,  within  strictly  warranted  time 
limits,  any  restriction  on  that  individual's 
travel  is  as  short  as  possible  and  is  not 
applied  in  an  arbitrary  manner.  They  will 
also  ensure  that  the  applicant  can  have  the 
refusal  reviewed  within  six  months  and, 
should  the  need  arise,  at  regular  intervals 
thereafter  so  that  any  changes  in  the  cir- 
cumstances surrounding  the  refusal,  such 
as  the  time  elapsed  since  the  applicant  was 
last  engaged  in  work  or  duties  involving 
national  security,  are  taken  into  account. 
Before  individuals  take  up  such  work  or 
duties  they  will  be  formally  notified  if  and 
how  this  could  affect  applications  they 
might  submit  for  such  travel. 

18.  Within  one  year  of  the  conclusion  of 
the  Vienna  Follow-up  Meeting  they  will 
publish  and  make  easily  accessible,  where 
this  has  not  already  been  done,  all  their 
laws  and  statutory  regulations  concerning 
movement  by  individuals  within  their  ter- 
ritory and  travel  between  States. 

19.  In  dealing  favourably  with  applica- 
tions based  on  the  human  contacts  provi- 
sions of  the  Final  Act  and  of  the  other 
aforementioned  CSCE  documents,  they 
will  ensure  that  these  are  dealt  with  in 
good  time  in  order,  inter  alia,  to  take  due 
account  of  important  family,  personal  or 
professional  considerations  significant  for 
the  applicant. 

20.  They  will  deal  favourably  with  ap- 
plications for  travel  abroad  without  distinc- 
tion of  any  kind,  such  as  race,  colour,  sex, 
language,  religion,  political  or  other  opin- 
ion, national  or  social  origin,  property, 
birth,  age  or  other  status.  They  will  en- 
sure that  any  refusal  does  not  affect  ap- 
plications submitted  by  other  persons. 

21.  They  will  further  facilitate  travel 
on  an  individual  or  collective  basis  for  per- 
sonal or  professional  reasons  and  for  tour- 
ism, such  as  travel  by  delegations,  groups 
and  individuals.  To  this  end  they  will  re- 
duce the  time  for  the  consideration  of  ap- 
plications for  such  travel  to  a  minimum. 

22.  They  will  give  serious  considera- 
tion to  proposals  for  concluding  agree- 
ments on  the  issuing  of  multiple  entry 
visas  and  the  reciprocal  easing  of  visa 
processing  formalities,  and  consider  pos- 
sibilities for  the  reciprocal  abolition  of 
entry  visas  on  the  basis  of  agreements 
between  them. 

23.  They  will  consider  adhering  to  the 
relevant  multilateral  instruments  as  well  as 
concluding  complementary  or  other  bilat- 
eral agreements,  if  necessary,  in  order  to 
improve  arrangements  for  ensuring  effec- 
tive consular,  legal  and  medical  assistance 
for  citizens  of  other  participating  States 
temporarily  on  their  territory. 
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24.  They  will  take  any  necessary 
measures  to  ensure  that  citizens  of  other 
participating  States  temporarily  on  their 
territory  for  personal  or  professional  rea- 
sons, inter  alia,  for  the  purpose  of  par- 
ticipating in  cultural,  scientific  and 
educational  activities,  are  afforded  appro- 
priate personal  safety,  where  this  is  not 
already  the  case. 

25.  They  will  facilitate  and  encourage 
the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  di- 
rect personal  contacts  between  their  cit- 
izens as  well  as  between  representatives 
of  their  institutions  and  organizations 
through  travel  between  States  and  other 
means  of  communication. 

26.  They  will  facilitate  such  contacts 
and  co-operation  among  their  peoples 
through  such  measures  as  direct  sports  ex- 
changes on  a  local  and  regional  level,  the 
unimpeded  establishment  and  implementa- 
tion of  town-twinning  arrangements,  as 
well  as  student  and  teacher  exchanges. 

27.  They  will  encourage  the  further 
development  of  direct  contacts  between 
young  people,  as  well  as  between  govern- 
mental and  non-governmental  youth  and 
student  organizations  and  institutions;  the 
conclusion  between  such  organizations  and 
institutions  of  bilateral  and  multilateral  ar- 
rangements and  programmes;  and  the  hold- 
ing on  a  bilateral  and  multilateral  basis  of 
educational,  cultural  and  other  events  and 
activities  by  and  for  young  people. 

28.  They  will  make  further  efforts  to 
facilitate  travel  and  tourism  by  young  peo- 
ple, inter  alia,  by  recommending  to  those 
of  their  railway  authorities  which  are  mem- 
bers of  the  International  Union  of  Railways 
(UIC)  that  they  expand  the  inter-rail  sys- 
tem to  cover  all  their  European  networks 
and  by  recommending  to  those  of  their  rail- 
way authorities  which  are  not  members  of 
the  UIC  that  they  consider  establishing 
similar  facilities. 

29.  In  accordance  with  the  Universal 
Postal  Convention  and  the  International 
Telecommunication  Convention,  they  will 

•  guarantee  the  freedom  of  transit  of 
postal  communication; 

•  ensure  the  rapid  and  unhindered  de- 
livery of  correspondence,  including  per- 
sonal mail  and  parcels; 

•  respect  the  privacy  and  integrity  of 
postal  and  telephone  communications;  and 

•  ensure  the  conditions  necessary  for 
rapid  and  uninterrupted  telephone  calls, 
including  the  use  of  international  direct  di- 
aling systems,  where  they  exist,  and  their 
development. 

30.  They  will  encourage  direct  per- 
sonal contacts  between  the  citizens  of  their 
States,  inter  alia,  by  facilitating  individual 
travel  within  their  countries  and  by  allow- 
ing foreigners  to  meet  their  citizens  as  well 
as,  when  invited  to  do  so,  to  stay  in  pri- 
vate homes. 

31.  They  will  ensure  that  the  status  of 
persons  belonging  to  national  minorities  or 
regional  cultures  on  their  territories  is 
equal  to  that  of  other  citizens  with  regard 


to  human  contacts  under  the  Final  Act  and 
the  other  aforementioned  CSCE  documents 
and  that  these  persons  can  establish  and 
maintain  such  contacts  through  travel  and 
other  means  of  communication,  including 
contacts  with  citizens  of  other  States  with 
whom  they  share  a  common  national  origin 
or  cultural  heritage. 

32.  They  will  allow  believers,  religious 
faiths  and  their  representatives,  in  groups 
or  on  an  individual  basis,  to  establish  and 
maintain  direct  personal  contacts  and  com- 
munication with  each  other,  in  their  own 
and  other  countries,  inter  alia,  through 
travel,  pilgrimages  and  participation  in  as- 
semblies and  other  religious  events.  In  this 
context  and  commensurate  with  such  con- 
tacts and  events,  those  concerned  will  be 
allowed  to  acquire,  receive  and  carry  with 
them  religious  publications  and  objects  re- 
lated to  the  practice  of  their  religion  or 
belief. 

33.  They  heard  accounts  of  the  Meet- 
ing of  Experts  on  Human  Contacts  held  in 
Bern  from  15  April  to  26  May  1986.  Noting 
that  no  conclusions  had  been  agreed  upon 
at  the  Meeting,  they  regarded  both  the 
frankness  of  the  discussion  and  the  greater 
degree  of  openness  in  the  exchanges  as 
welcome  developments.  In  this  respect 
they  noted  the  particular  importance  of  the 
fact  that  proposals  made  at  the  Meeting 
had  received  further  consideration  at  the 
Vienna  Follow-up  Meeting. 

Information 

34.  They  will  continue  efforts  to  contribute 
to  an  ever  wider  knowledge  and  under- 
standing of  life  in  their  States,  thus  pro- 
moting confidence  between  peoples. 

They  will  make  further  efforts  to  facil- 
itate the  freer  and  wider  dissemination  of 
information  of  all  kinds,  to  encourage  co- 
operation in  the  field  of  information  and  to 
improve  the  working  conditions  for 
journalists. 

In  this  connection  and  in  accordance 
with  the  International  Covenant  on  Civil 
and  Political  Rights,  the  Universal  Decla- 
ration of  Human  Rights  and  their  relevant 
international  commitments  concerning 
seeking,  receiving  and  imparting  informa- 
tion of  all  kinds,  they  will  ensure  that  indi- 
viduals can  freely  choose  their  sources  of 
information.  In  this  context  they  will 

•  ensure  that  radio  services  operating 
in  accordance  with  the  ITU  Radio  Regula- 
tions can  be  directly  and  normally  received 
in  their  States;  and 

•  allow  individuals,  institutions  and  or- 
ganizations, while  respecting  intellectual 
property  rights,  including  copyright,  to  ob- 
tain, possess,  reproduce  and  distribute  in- 
formation material  of  all  kinds. 

To  these  ends  they  will  remove  any  re- 
strictions inconsistent  with  the  above-men- 
tioned obligations  and  commitments. 


35.  They  will  take  every  opportunity 
offered  by  modern  means  of  communica- 
tion, including  cable  and  satellites,  to  in- 
crease the  freer  and  wider  dissemination 
of  information  of  all  kinds.  They  will  also 
encourage  co-operation  and  exchanges 
between  their  relevant  institutions,  organi- 
zations and  technical  experts,  and  work  to- 
wards the  harmonization  of  technical 
standards  and  norms.  They  will  bear  in 
mind  the  effects  of  these  modern  means  of 
communication  on  their  mass  media. 

36.  They  will  ensure  in  practice  that 
official  information  bulletins  can  be  freely 
distributed  on  their  territory  by  the  diplo- 
matic and  other  official  missions  and  con- 
sular posts  of  the  other  participating 
States. 

37.  They  will  encourage  radio  and  tele- 
vision organizations,  on  the  basis  of  ar- 
rangements between  them,  to  broadcast 
live,  especially  in  the  organizing  countries, 
programmes  and  discussions  with  partici- 
pants from  different  States  and  to  broad- 
cast statements  of  and  inteviews  with 
political  and  other  personalities  from  the 
participating  States. 

38.  They  will  encourage  radio  and  tele- 
vision organizations  to  report  on  different 
aspects  of  life  in  other  participating  States 
and  to  increase  the  number  of  telebridges 
between  their  countries. 

39.  Recalling  that  the  legitimate  pur- 
suit of  journalists'  professional  activity  will 
neither  render  them  liable  to  expulsion  nor 
otherwise  penalize  them,  they  will  refrain 
from  taking  restrictive  measures  such  as 
withdrawing  a  journalist's  accreditation  or 
expelling  him  because  of  the  content  of  the 
reporting  of  the  journalist  or  of  his  infor- 
mation media. 

40.  They  will  ensure  that,  in  pursuing 
this  activity,  journalists,  including  those 
representing  media  from  other  participat- 
ing States,  are  free  to  seek  access  to  and 
maintain  contacts  with  public  and  private 
sources  of  information  and  that  their 
need  for  professional  confidentiality  is 
respected. 

41.  They  will  respect  the  copyright  of 
journalists. 

42.  On  the  basis  of  arrangements  be- 
tween them,  where  necessary,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  regular  reporting,  they  will 
grant  accreditation,  where  it  is  required, 
and  multiple  entry  visas  to  journalists 
from  other  participating  States,  regardless 
of  their  domicile.  On  this  basis  they  will 
reduce  to  a  maximum  of  two  months  the 
period  for  issuing  both  accreditation  and 
multiple  entry  visas  to  journalists. 

43.  They  will  facilitate  the  work  of 
foreign  journalists  by  providing  relevant 
information,  on  request,  on  matters  of 
practical  concern,  such  as  import  regula- 
tions, taxation  and  accommodation. 

44.  They  will  ensure  that  official  press 
conferences  and,  as  appropriate,  other  sim- 
ilar official  press  events  are  also  open  to 
foreign  journalists,  upon  accreditation, 
where  this  is  required. 
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45.  They  will  ensure  in  practice  that 
persons  belonging  to  national  minorities  or 
regional  cultures  on  their  territories  can 
disseminate,  have  access  to  and  exchange 
information  in  their  mother  tongue. 

46.  They  agree  to  convene  an  Informa- 
tion Forum  to  discuss  improvement  of  the 
circulation  of,  access  to  and  exchange  of 
information;  co-operation  in  the  field  of  in- 
formation; and  the  improvement  of  working 
conditions  for  journalists.  The  Forum  will 
be  held  in  London  from  18  April  to  12  May 
1989.  It  will  be  attended  by  personalities 
from  the  participating  States  in  the  field  of 
information.  The  agenda,  timetable  and 
other  organizational  modalities  are  set  out 
in  Annex  VIII. 

Co-operation  and  Exchanges 
in  the  Field  of  Culture 

47.  They  will  promote  and  give  full  effect 
to  their  cultural  co-operation,  inter  alia, 
through  the  implementation  of  any  relevant 
bilateral  and  multilateral  agreements  con- 
cluded among  them  in  the  various  fields  of 
culture. 

48.  They  will  encourage  non-govern- 
mental organizations  interested  in  the  field 
of  culture,  to  participate,  together  with 
state  institutions,  in  the  elaboration  and 
implementation  of  these  agreements  and 
specific  projects,  as  well  as  in  the  elabora- 
tion of  practical  measures  concerning  cul- 
tural exchanges  and  co-operation. 

49.  They  will  favour  the  establishment, 
by  mutual  agreement,  of  cultural  institutes 
or  centres  of  other  participating  States  on 
their  territory.  Unhindered  access  by  the 
public  to  such  institutes  or  centres  as  well 
as  their  normal  functioning  will  be 
assured. 

50.  They  will  assure  unhindered  access 
by  the  public  to  cultural  events  organized 
on  their  territory  by  persons  or  institu- 
tions from  other  participating  States  and 
ensure  that  the  organizers  can  use  all 
means  available  in  the  host  country  to 
publicize  such  events. 

51.  They  will  facilitate  and  encourage 
direct  personal  contacts  in  the  field  of 
culture,  on  both  an  individual  and  a  collec- 
tive basis,  as  well  as  contacts  between  cul- 
tural institutions,  associations  of  creative 
and  performing  artists  and  other  organiza- 
tions in  order  to  increase  the  opportunities 
for  their  citizens  to  acquaint  themselves 
directly  with  the  creative  work  in  and  from 
other  participating  States. 

52.  They  will  ensure  the  unimpeded 
circulation  of  works  of  art  and  other  cul- 
tural objects,  subject  only  to  those  restric- 
tions which  are  aimed  at  preserving  their 
cultural  heritage,  are  based  on  respect  for 
intellectual  and  artistic  property  rights  or 
derive  from  their  international  commit- 
ments on  the  circulation  of  cultural 
property. 


53.  They  will  encourage  co-operation 
between  and  joint  artistic  endeavours  of 
persons  from  different  participating  States 
who  are  engaged  in  cultural  activities;  as 
appropriate,  facilitate  specific  initiatives  to 
this  end  by  such  persons,  institutions  and 
organizations  and  encourage  the  participa- 
tion of  young  people  in  such  initiatives.  In 
this  context  they  will  encourage  meetings 
and  symposia,  exhibitions,  festivals  and 
tours  by  ensembles  or  companies,  and  re- 
search and  training  programmes  in  which 
persons  from  the  other  participating  States 
may  also  freely  take  part  and  make  their 
contribution. 

54.  The  replacement  of  persons  or 
groups  invited  to  participate  in  a  cultural 
activity  will  be  exceptional  and  subject  to 
prior  agreement  by  the  inviting  party. 

55.  They  will  encourage  the  holding  of 
film  weeks  including,  as  appropriate,  meet- 
ings of  artists  and  experts  as  well  as  lec- 
tures on  cinematographic  art;  facilitate  and 
encourage  direct  contacts  between  film  di- 
rectors and  producers  with  a  view  to  co- 
producing  films;  and  encourage  co-opera- 
tion in  the  protection  of  film  material  and 
the  exchange  of  technical  information  and 
publications  about  the  cinema. 

56.  They  will  explore  the  scope  for 
computerizing  bibliographies  and  cata- 
logues of  cultural  works  and  productions  in 
a  standard  form  and  disseminating  them. 

57.  They  will  encourage  museums  and 
art  galleries  to  develop  direct  contacts, 
inter  alia,  with  a  view  to  organizing  exhi- 
bitions, including  loans  of  works  of  art,  and 
exchanging  catalogues. 

58.  They  will  renew  their  efforts  to 
give  effect  to  the  provisions  of  the  Final 
Act  and  the  Madrid  Concluding  Document 
relating  to  less  widely  spoken  languages. 
They  will  also  encourage  initiatives  aimed 
at  increasing  the  number  of  translations  of 
literature  from  and  into  these  languages 
and  improving  their  quality,  in  particular 
by  the  holding  of  workshops  involving 
translators,  authors  and  publishers,  by  the 
publication  of  dictionaries  and,  where  ap- 
propriate, by  the  exchange  of  translators 
through  scholarships. 

59.  They  will  ensure  that  persons  be- 
longing to  national  minorities  or  regional 
cultures  on  their  territories  can  maintain 
and  develop  their  own  culture  in  all  its  as- 
pects, including  language,  literature  and 
religion;  and  that  they  can  preserve  their 
cultural  and  historical  monuments  and 
objects. 

60.  They  heard  accounts  of  the  work 
done  and  the  ideas  advanced  during  the 
Cultural  Forum  held  in  Budapest  from  15 
October  to  25  November  1985.  Noting  that 
no  conclusions  had  been  agreed  upon  at  the 
Forum,  they  welcomed  the  fact  that  many 
of  the  useful  ideas  and  proposals  put  for- 
ward there  had  received  renewed  consid- 
eration at  the  Vienna  Follow-up  Meeting 
and  that  institutions  and  organizations  in 
the  participating  States  have  based  many 
activities  on  these  ideas.  They  expressed 


their  appreciation  of  the  significant  contri- 
butions made  to  the  event  by  leading  per- 
sonalities in  the  field  of  culture,  and  noted, 
in  the  light  of  the  experience  gained,  the 
importance  of  securing,  both  inside  and 
outside  future  meetings  of  this  nature,  ar- 
rangements which  would  permit  a  freer 
and  more  spontaneous  discussion. 

61.  Taking  duly  into  account  the  origi- 
nality and  diversity  of  their  respective 
cultures,  they  will  encourage  efforts  to 
explore  common  features  and  to  foster 
greater  awareness  of  their  cultural  heri- 
tage. Accordingly  they  will  encourage  ini- 
tiatives which  may  contribute  to  a  better 
knowledge  of  the  cultural  heritage  of  the 
other  participating  States  in  all  its  forms, 
including  regional  aspects  and  folk  art. 

62.  They  agree  to  convene  a  Sym- 
posium on  the  Cultural  Heritage  of  the 
CSCE  participating  States.  The  Sym- 
posium will  take  place  in  Cracow  from  28 
May  to  7  June  1991.  It  will  be  attended  by 
scholars  and  other  personalities  from  the 
participating  States  who  are  engaged  in 
cultural  activities.  The  agenda,  a  timetable 
and  other  organizational  modalities  are  set 
out  in  Annex  IX. 


Co-operation  and  Exchanges 
in  the  Field  of  Education 

63.  They  will  ensure  access  by  all  to  the 
various  types  and  levels  of  education  with- 
out discrimination  as  to  race,  colour,  sex, 
language,  religion,  political  or  other  opin- 
ion, national  or  social  origin,  property, 
birth  or  other  status. 

64.  In  order  to  encourage  wider  co- 
operation in  science  and  education,  they 
will  facilitate  unimpeded  communication 
between  universities  and  other  institutions 
of  higher  education  and  research.  They  will 
also  facilitate  direct  personal  contacts,  in- 
cluding contacts  through  travel,  between 
scholars,  scientists  and  other  persons  ac- 
tive in  these  fields. 

65.  They  will  also  ensure  unimpeded 
access  by  scholars,  teachers  and  students 
from  the  other  participating  States  to  open 
information  material  available  in  public  ar- 
chives, libraries,  research  institutes  and 
similar  bodies. 

66.  They  will  facilitate  exchanges  of 
school  children  between  their  countries  on 
the  basis  of  bilateral  arrangements,  where 
necessary,  including  meeting  and  staying 
with  families  of  the  host  country  in  their 
homes,  with  the  aim  of  acquainting  school 
children  with  life,  traditions  and  education 
in  other  participating  States. 

67.  They  will  encourage  their  relevant 
government  agencies  or  educational  in- 
stitutions to  include,  as  appropriate,  the 
Final  Act  as  a  whole  in  the  curricula  of 
schools  and  universities. 

68.  They  will  ensure  that  persons  be- 
longing to  national  minorities  or  regional 
cultures  on  their  territories  can  give  and 
receive  instruction  on  their  own  culture, 
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including  instruction  through  parental 
transmission  of  language,  religion  and 
cultural  identity  to  their  children. 

69.  They  will  encourage  their  radio  and 
television  organizations  to  inform  each 
other  of  the  educational  programmes  they 
produce  and  to  consider  exchanging  such 
programmes. 

70.  They  will  encourage  direct  contacts 
and  co-operation  between  relevant  govern- 
mental institutions  or  organizations  in  the 
field  of  education  and  science. 

71.  They  will  encourage  further  co-op- 
eration and  contacts  between  specialized 
institutions  and  experts  in  the  field  of  edu- 
cation and  rehabilitation  of  handicapped 
children. 


Human  Dimension  of  the  CSCE 


The  participating  States, 

Recalling  the  undertakings  entered 
into  in  the  Final  Act  and  in  other  CSCE 
documents  concerning  respect  for  all  hu- 
man rights  and  fundamental  freedoms,  hu- 
man contacts  and  other  issues  of  a  related 
humanitarian  character, 

Recognizing  the  need  to  improve  the 
implementation  of  their  CSCE  commit- 
ments and  their  co-operation  in  these  areas 
which  are  hereafter  referred  to  as  the 
human  dimension  of  the  CSCE, 

Have,  on  the  basis  of  the  principles 
and  provisions  of  the  Final  Act  and  of 
other  relevant  CSCE  documents,  decided: 

1.  to  exchange  information  and  respond 
to  requests  for  information  and  to  repre- 
sentations made  to  them  by  other  par- 
ticipating States  on  questions  relating  to 
the  human  dimension  of  the  CSCE.  Such 
communications  may  be  forwarded  through 
diplomatic  channels  or  be  addressed  to  any 
agency  designated  for  these  purposes; 

2.  to  hold  bilateral  meetings  with  other 
participating  States  that  so  request,  in 
order  to  examine  questions  relating  to  the 
human  dimension  of  the  CSCE,  including 
situations  and  specific  cases  with  a  view 

to  resolving  them.  The  date  and  place  of 
such  meetings  will  be  arranged  by  mutual 
agreement  through  diplomatic  channels; 

3.  that  any  participating  State  which 
deems  it  necessary  may  bring  situations 
and  cases  in  the  human  dimensions  of  the 
CSCE,  including  those  which  have  been 
raised  at  the  bilateral  meetings  described 
in  paragraph  2,  to  the  attention  of  other 
participating  States  through  diplomatic 
channels; 

1.  that  any  participating  State  which 
deems  it  necessary  may  provide  informa- 
tion <>n  the  exchange  of  information  and 
i  In'  responses  to  its  requests  for  informa- 
tion and  to  representations  (paragraph  1) 
.mil  on  tin-  result.-  of  the  bilateral  meetings 
(paragraph  2),  including  information  con- 
cerning situations  and  specific  cases,  at  the 
meetings  of  the  Conference  of  the  Human 
Dimension  as  well  as  at  the  main  CSCE 
Fo||ow-up  Meet  ings. 


The  participating  States  decide  further 
to  convene  a  Conference  on  the  Human  Di- 
mension of  the  CSCE  in  order  to  achieve 
further  progress  concerning  respect  for  all 
human  rights  and  fundamental  freedoms, 
human  contacts  and  other  issues  of  a  re- 
lated humanitarian  character.  The  Confer- 
ence will  hold  three  meetings  before  the 
next  CSCE  Follow-up  Meeting. 

The  Conference  will: 

•  review  developments  in  the  human 
dimension  of  the  CSCE  including  the 
implementation  of  the  relevant  CSCE 
commitments; 

•  evaluate  the  functioning  of  the  pro- 
cedure described  in  paragraphs  1  to  4  and 
discuss  the  information  provided  according 
to  paragraph  4; 

•  consider  practical  proposals  for  new 
measures  aimed  at  improving  the  imple- 
mentation of  the  commitments  relating  to 
the  human  dimension  of  the  CSCE  and  en- 
hancing the  effectiveness  of  the  procedures 
described  in  paragraphs  1  to  4. 

On  the  basis  of  these  proposals,  the 
Conference  will  consider  adopting  new 
measures. 

The  first  Meeting  of  the  Conference 
will  be  held  in  Paris  from  30  May  to  23 
June  1989. 

The  second  Meeting  of  the  Conference 
will  be  held  in  Copenhagen  from  5  June  to 
29  June  1990. 

The  third  Meeting  of  the  Conference 
will  be  held  in  Moscow  from  10  September 
to  4  October  1991. 

The  agenda,  timetable  and  other 
organizational  modalities  are  set  out  in 
Annex  X. 

The  next  main  CSCE  Follow-up  Meet- 
ing, to  be  held  in  Helsinki,  commencing  on 
24  March  1992,  will  assess  the  functioning 
of  the  procedures  set  out  in  paragraphs  1 
to  4  above  and  the  progress  made  at  the 
Meetings  of  the  Conference  on  the  Human 
Dimension  of  the  CSCE.  It  will  consider 
ways  of  further  strengthening  and  improv- 
ing these  procedures  and  will  take  appro- 
priate decisions. 


Follow-up  to  the  Conference 


In  conformity  with  the  relevant  provisions 
of  the  Final  Act  and  with  their  resolve  and 
commitment  to  continue  the  multilateral 
process  initiated  by  the  CSCE,  the  par- 
ticipating States  will  hold  further  meetings 
regularly  among  their  representatives. 

The  fourth  main  Follow-up  Meeting 
will  be  held  in  Helsinki,  commencing  on 
24  March  1992. 

The  agenda,  work  programme  and 
modalities  of  the  main  Vienna  Meeting  will 
be  applied,  mutatis  mutandis,  to  the  main 
Helsinki  Meeting,  unless  other  decisions 
on  these  questions  are  taken  by  the  pre- 
paratory meeting  mentioned  below. 


For  the  purpose  of  making  the  adjust- 
ments to  the  agenda,  work  programme  and 
modalities  applied  at  the  main  Vienna 
Meeting,  a  preparatory  meeting  will  be 
held  in  Helsinki,  commencing  on  10  March 
1992.  It  is  understood  that  in  this  context 
adjustments  concern  those  items  requiring 
change  as  a  result  of  the  change  in  date 
and  place,  the  drawing  of  lots  and  the 
mention  of  the  other  meetings  held  in  con- 
formity with  the  decisions  of  the  Vienna 
Meeting  1986.  The  duration  of  the  pre- 
paratory meeting  shall  not  exceed  two 
weeks. 

The  agenda,  work  programme  and 
modalities  for  CSCE  Follow-up  Meetings 
mentioned  in  this  document  have  been  pre- 
pared by  the  main  Vienna  Meeting.  The 
results  of  these  meetings  will  be  taken 
into  account,  as  appropriate,  at  the  main 
Helsinki  Meeting. 

All  the  meetings  referred  to  in  this 
chapter  will  be  held  in  conformity  with 
paragraph  4  of  the  chapter  on  "Follow-up 
to  the  Conference"  of  the  Final  Act. 

The  participating  States  examined  the 
scope  for  rationalising  the  modalities  for 
further  CSCE  Follow-up  Meetings,  for  en- 
hancing their  effectiveness  and  for  ensur- 
ing the  best  possible  use  of  resources.  In 
the  light  of  their  examination  and  in  con- 
nection with  the  steps  taken  at  the  main 
Vienna  Meeting,  including  the  drawing  up 
of  mandates  annexed  to  this  document, 
they  decided: 

•  to  dispense  with  preparatory  meet- 
ings unless  otherwise  agreed; 

•  bearing  in  mind  the  purpose  of  the 
meeting,  to  limit  the  number  of  subsidiary 
working  bodies  meeting  simultaneously  to 
the  lowest  possible; 

•  to  limit  the  duration  of  meetings, 
unless  otherwise  agreed,  to  a  period  not 
exceeding  four  weeks; 

•  in  the  case  of  meetings  to  which  non- 
governmental participants  are  invited  to 
contribute,  to  make  maximum  use  of  the 
possibility  of  having  informal  meetings  in 
order  to  allow  for  a  more  spontaneous 
discussion; 

•  to  observe  to  the  same  extent  as  the 
host  country  its  national  day. 

The  main  Helsinki  Meeting  will  review 
these  arrangements  and  other  modalities 
in  the  light  of  experience,  with  a  view  to 
making  any  improvements  which  may  be 
necessary. 

The  Government  of  Austria  is  re- 
quested to  transmit  the  present  document 
to  the  Secretary-General  of  the  United  Na- 
tions, to  the  Director-General  of  UNESCO 
and  to  the  Executive  Secretary  of  the 
United  Nations  Economic  Commission  for 
Europe  and  to  other  international  organi- 
zations mentioned  in  this  document.  The 
Government  of  Austria  is  also  requested 
to  transmit  the  present  document  to  the 
Governments  of  the  non-participating 
Mediterranean  States. 

The  text  of  this  document  will  be  pub- 
lished in  each  participating  State,  which 
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will  disseminate  it  and  make  it  known  as 
widely  as  possible. 

The  representatives  of  the  participat- 
ing States  express  their  profound  gratitude 
to  the  people  and  Government  of  Austria 
for  the  excellent  organization  of  the  Vienna 
Meeting  and  warm  hospitality  extended  to 
the  delegations  which  participated  in  the 
Meeting. 

Vienna,  15  January  1989 


5.  In  conformity  with  paragraph  74  of 
the  Final  Recommendations  of  the  Helsinki 
Consulations,  the  Government  of  Malta  will 
designate  an  Executive  Secretary.  This 
designation  will  be  subject  to  approval  by 
the  participating  States. 


ANNEX  I 


6.  The  other  rules  of  procedure,  the 
working  methods  and  the  scale  of  dis- 
tribution of  the  expenses  of  the  CSCE 
will,  mutatis  mutandis,  be  applied  to  the 
Meeting. 


ANNEX  I 


Agenda,  Timetable  and  Other 
Organizational  Modalities  of  the 
Meeting  of  Experts  on  Peaceful 
Settlement  of  Disputes 


I.  AGENDA 

I.  Formal  opening  of  the  Meeting.  Address 
by  a  representative  of  the  host  country. 

2.  General  exchange  of  views. 

3.  Examination  of  proposals  submitted. 

4.  Preparation  and  adoption  of  the  re- 
port of  the  Meeting. 

5.  Formal  closure  of  the  Meeting. 

II.  TIMETABLE  AND  OTHER 
ORGANIZATIONAL  MODALITIES 

1.  The  Meeting  will  open  on  Tuesday,  15 
January  1991  at  10.30  a.m.,  in  Valletta.  It 
will  close  not  later  than  Friday,  8  February 
1991. 

2.  Participants  may  circulate  written 
proposals  or  other  contributions  prior  to 
the  Meeting  through  diplomatic  channels 
or  through  the  Executive  Secretary  to  all 
other  participating  States  in  order  to  allow 
for  a  thorough  preparation  of  the  Meeting. 

'■).  The  timetable  of  the  Meeting  will  be 
the  following: 

•  from  Tuesday,  15  January  to  Thurs- 
day, 17  January  1991,  the  Meeting  will  deal 
with  Agenda  item  2; 

•  from  Friday,  18  January  to  Friday, 
8  February  1991,  the  Meeting  will  deal 
with  Agenda  items  3,  4  and  5. 

4.  The  Chair  at  the  opening  and  clos- 
ing meetings  will  be  taken  by  a  represen- 
tative of  the  host  country.  After  the 
opening  meeting,  the  Chair  will  be  taken 
in  daily  rotation,  in  French  alphabetical 
order,  starting  with  a  representative 
of  Italy. 


WORK  PROGRAMME 

Peaceful  Settlement  of  Disputes 

15  January — 8  February  1991 


Working  Hours:     10.30  a.m.-l  p.m. 
3  p.m. -6  p.m. 


1st  WEEK 

Monday 
14  January 

Tuesday 
15  January 

Wednesday 
16  January 

Thursday 
17  January 

Friday 
18  January 

Morning 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

Afternoon 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

2nd  WEEK 

Monday 
21  January 

Tuesday 
22  January 

Wednesday 
23  January 

Thursday 
24  January 

Friday 
25  January 

Morning 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

Afternoon 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

3rd  WEEK 

Monday 
28  January 

Tuesday 
29  January 

Wednesday 
30  January 

Thursday 
31  January 

Friday 

1  February 

Morning 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

Afternoon 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

4th  WEEK 

Monday 
4  February 

Tuesday 
5  February 

Wednesday 
6  February 

Thursday 
7  February 

Friday 
8  February 

Morning 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

Afternoon 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 
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ANNEX  II 


Chairman's  Statement 


NEGOTIATIONS  ON  CONFIDENCE- 
AND  SECURITY-BUILDING 
MEASURES 

With  reference  to  the  provision  that  the 
decisions  of  the  Preparatory  Meeting  held 
in  Helsinki  from  25  October  to  11 
November  1983  will  be  applied,  mutatis 
mutandis,  to  the  Negotiations  on  Confi- 
dence- and  Security-building  Measures, 
which  will  take  place  according  to  the  rele- 
vant provisions  of  the  subchapter  "Confi- 
dence- and  Security-building  Measures  and 
certain  Aspects  of  Security  and  Disarma- 
ment in  Europe,"  it  is  understood  that 

•  the  meetings  of  the  Plenary  during 
the  first  two  weeks  will  be  held  according 
to  the  work  programme  attached  to  this 
statement.  The  first  Plenary  will  be  held 
on  9  March  1989  at  10:30  a.m.  The  first 
session  will  end  on  23  March  1989; 

•  subsequent  work  programmes  will  be 
adopted  by  the  Plenary,; 

•  in  conformity  with  the  rules  of  pro- 
cedure, the  Government  of  Austria  will 
designate  an  Executive  Secretary,  the  des- 
ignation being  subject  to  approval  by  the 
participating  States; 

•  the  Chair  at  the  first  Plenary  meet- 
ing will  be  taken  by  the  representative  of 
the  host  country  and  thereafter  in  daily 
rotation,  in  French  alphabetical  order, 
starting  with  the  representative  of  Greece. 

This  statement  will  be  an  Annex  to  the 
Concluding  Document  of  the  Vienna  Meet- 
ing and  will  be  published  with  it. 


ANNEX 


Chairman's  Statement 


NEGOTIATION  ON  CONVENTIONAL 
ARMED  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 

It  is  understood  that  the  following  mandate 
has  been  agreed  by  the  States  participat- 
ing in  the  future  Negotiation  on  Conven- 
tional Armed  Forces  in  Europe: 

Mandate  for  Negotiation  on  Conven- 
tional Armed  Forces2  in  Europe 


The  representatives  of  Belgium,  Bulgaria, 
Canada.  Czechoslovakia,  Denmark, 
France,  the  German  Democratic  Republic, 
the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany,  Greece, 
Hungary.  Iceland,  Italy,  Luxembourg,  the 
Netherlands,  Norway,  Poland,  Portugal, 


WORK  PROGRAMME 

Confidence-  and  Security-Building  Measure 

9-17  March  1989 


Working  Hours:     10.30  a.m. -1  p.m. 
3  p.m.-6  p.m. 


1st  WEEK 

Monday 
6  March 

Tuesday 
7  March 

Wednesday 
8  March 

Thursday 
9  March 

Friday 
10  March 

Morning 

PL 

PL 

Afternoon 

2nd  WEEK 

Monday 
13  March 

Tuesday 
14  March 

Wednesday 
15  March 

Thursday 
16  March 

Friday 
17  March 

Morning 

PL 

Afternoon 

PL 

PL 

Romania,  Spain,  Turkey,  the  Union  of  So- 
viet Socialist  Republics,  the  United  King- 
dom and  the  United  States  of  America, 
held  consultations  in  Vienna  from  17  Feb- 
ruary 1987  to  10  January  1989. 

These  States, 

Conscious  of  the  common  responsibility 
which  they  all  have  for  seeking  to  achieve 
greater  stability  and  security  in  Europe; 

Acknowledging  that  it  is  their  armed 
forces  which  bear  most  immediately  on  the 
essential  security  relationship  in  Europe, 
in  particular,  as  they  are  signatories  of  the 
Treaties  of  Brussels  (1948),  Washington 
(1949)  or  Warsaw  (1955),  and  accordingly 
are  members  of  the  North  Atlantic  Al- 
liance or  parties  to  the  Warsaw  Treaty; 

Recalling  that  they  are  all  participants 
in  the  CSCE  process; 

Recalling  that,  as  reaffirmed  in  the 
Helsinki  Act,  they  have  the  right  to  belong 
or  not  to  belong  to  international  organiza- 
tions, to  be  or  not  to  be  a  party  to  bilateral 
or  multilateral  treaties  including  the  right 
to  be  or  not  to  be  a  party  to  treaties  of 
alliance; 

Determined  that  a  Negotiation  on  Con- 
ventional Armed  Forces  in  Europe  should 
take  place  in  the  framework  of  the  CSCE 
process; 

Reaffirming  also  that  they  participate 
in  negotiations  as  sovereign  and  independ- 
ent States  and  on  the  basis  of  full  equality; 

Have  agreed  on  the  following 
provisions: 

Participants 

The  participants  in  this  negotiation  shall 
be  the  23  above-listed  States  hereinafter 
referred  to  as  "the  participants." 


Objectives  and  Methods 

The  objectives  of  the  negotiation  shall  be 
to  strengthen  stability  and  security  in  Eu- 
rope through  the  establishment  of  a  stable 
and  secure  balance  of  conventional  armed 
forces,  which  include  conventional  arma- 
ments and  equipment,  at  lower  levels;  the 
elimination  of  disparities  prejudicial  to  sta- 
bility and  security;  and  the  elimination,  as 
a  matter  of  priority,  of  the  capability  for 
launching  surprise  attack  and  for  initiating 
large-scale  offensive  action.  Each  and 
every  participant  undertakes  to  contribute 
to  the  attainment  of  these  objectives. 

These  objectives  shall  be  achieved  by 
the  application  of  militarily  significant 
measures  such  as  reductions,  limitations, 
redeployment  provisions,  equal  ceilings 
and  related  measures,  among  others. 

In  order  to  achieve  the  above  objec- 
tives, measures  should  be  pursued  for  the 
whole  area  of  application  with  provisions, 
if  and  where  appropriate,  for  regional  dif- 
ferentiation to  redress  disparities  within 
the  area  of  application  and  in  a  way  which 
precludes  circumvention. 

The  process  of  strengthening  stability 
and  security  should  proceed  step-by-step, 
in  a  manner  which  will  ensure  that  the 
security  of  each  participant  is  not  affected 
adversely  at  any  stage. 

Scope  and  Area  of  Application 

The  subject  of  the  negotiation  shall  be  the 
conventional  armed  forces,  which  include 
conventional  armaments  and  equipment,  of 
the  participants  based  on  land  within  the 
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territory  of  the  participants  in  Europe 
from  the  Atlantic  to  the  Urals. 

The  existence  of  multiple  capabilities 
will  not  be  a  criterion  for  modifying  the 
scope  of  the  negotiation: 

•  No  conventional  armaments  or  equip- 
ment will  be  excluded  from  the  subject  of 
the  negotiation  because  they  may  have 
other  capabilities  in  addition  to  conven- 
tional ones.  Such  armaments  or  equipment 
will  not  be  singled  out  in  a  separate 
category; 

•  Nuclear  weapons  will  not  be  a  sub- 
ject of  this  negotiation. 

Particular  emphasis  will  initially  be 
placed  on  those  forces  directly  related  to 
the  achievement  of  the  objectives  of  the 
negotiation  set  out  above. 

Naval  forces  and  chemical  weapons  will 
not  be  addressed. 

The  area  of  application*  shall  be  the 
entire  land  territory  of  the  participants  in 
Europe  from  the  Atlantic  to  the  Urals, 
which  includes  all  the  European  island  ter- 
ritories of  the  participants.  In  the  case  of 
the  Soviet  Union  the  area  of  application 
includes  all  the  territory  lying  west  of  the 
Ural  River  and  the  Caspian  Sea.  In  the 
case  of  Turkey,  the  area  of  application  in- 
cludes the  territory  of  Turkey  north  and 
west  of  the  following  line:  the  point  of  in- 
tersection of  the  border  with  the  39th  par- 
allel, Muradiye,  Patnos,  Karayazi,  Tekman, 
Kemaliye,  Feke,  Ceyhan,  Dogankent, 
Gozne  and  thence  to  the  sea. 

Exchange  of  Information  and  Verification 

Compliance  with  the  provisions  of  any 
agreement  shall  be  verified  through  an  ef- 
fective and  strict  verification  regime 
which,  among  other  things,  will  include  on- 
site  inspections  as  a  matter  of  right  and 
exchanges  of  information. 

Information  shall  be  exchanged  in  suf- 
ficient detail  so  as  to  allow  a  meaningful 
comparison  of  the  capabilities  of  the  forces 
involved.  Information  shall  also  be  ex- 
changed in  sufficient  detail  so  as  to  provide 
a  basis  for  the  verification  of  compliance. 

The  specific  modalities  for  verification 
and  the  exchange  of  information,  including 
the  degree  of  detail  of  the  information  and 
the  order  of  its  exchange,  shall  be  agreed 
at  the  negotiation  proper. 

Procedures  and  Other  Arrangements 

The  procedures  for  the  negotiation,  includ- 
ing the  agenda,  work  programme  and  time- 
table, working  methods,  financial  issues 
and  other  organizational  modalities,  as 
agreed  by  the  participants  themselves,  are 


set  out  in  Annex  1  of  this  mandate.  They 
can  be  changed  only  by  consensus  of  the 
participants. 

The  participants  decided  to  take  part 
in  meetings  of  the  States  signatories  of  the 
Helsinki  Final  Act  to  be  held  at  least  twice 
during  each  round  of  the  Negotiation  on 
Conventional  Armed  Forces  in  Europe  in 
order  to  exchange  views  and  substantive 
information  concerning  the  course  of  the 
Negotiation  on  Conventional  Armed  Forces 
in  Europe.  Detailed  modalities  for  these 
meetings  are  contained  in  Annex  2  to  this 
mandate. 

The  participants  will  take  into  consid- 
eration the  views  expressed  in  such  meet- 
ings by  other  CSCE  participating  States 
concerning  their  own  security. 

Participants  will  also  provide  informa- 
tion bilaterally. 

The  participants  undertake  to  inform 
the  next  CSCE  Follow-up  Meeting  of  their 
work  and  possible  results  and  to  exchange 
views,  at  that  meeting,  with  the  other 
CSCE  participating  States  on  progress 
achieved  in  the  negotiation. 

The  participants  foresee  that,  in  the 
light  of  circumstances  at  the  time,  they 
will  provide  in  their  timetable  for  a  tempo- 
rary suspension  to  permit  this  exchange  of 
views.  The  appropriate  time  and  duration 
of  this  suspension  is  their  sole 
responsibility. 

Any  modification  of  this  mandate  is  the 
sole  responsibility  of  the  participants, 
whether  they  modify  it  themselves  or  con- 
cur in  its  modification  at  a  future  CSCE 
Follow-up  Meeting. 

The  results  of  the  negotiation  will  be 
determined  only  by  the  participants. 


Character  of  Agreements 

Agreements  reached  shall  be  interna- 
tionally binding.  Modalities  for  their  entry 
into  force  will  be  decided  at  the 
negotiation. 

Venue 

The  negotiation  shall  commence  in  Vienna 
no  later  than  in  the  seventh  week  following 
the  closure  of  the  Vienna  CSCE 
Meeting. 


The  representatives  of  the  23  partici- 
pants, whose  initials  appear  below,  have 
concluded  the  foregoing  mandate,  which  is 
equally  authentic  in  the  English,  French, 
German,  Italian,  Russian  and  Spanish 
languages. 

The  representatives,  recalling  the  com- 
mitment of  their  States  to  the  achievement 
of  a  balanced  outcome  at  the  Vienna  CSCE 
Meeting,  have  decided  to  transmit  it  to 
that  Meeting  with  the  recommendation 
that  it  be  attached  to  its  Concluding 
Document. 


Palais  Liechtenstein 
Vienna,  Austria, 
the  10th  day  of  January  1989 
Representatives  of: 

The  Federal  Republic  of  Germany 

R.  Hartmann 

The  German  Democratic  Republic 

P.  Steglich 

The  United  States  of  America 

S.J.  Ledogar 

The  Kingdom  of  Belgium 

J.  Coene 

The  People's  Republic  of  Bulgaria 

L.  Petrov 

Canada 

M.  Shenstone 

Denmark 

B.  Rosenthal 

Spain 

J.A.  San  Gil 

France 

S.    ZOURABICHVILI 

The  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and 

Northern  Ireland 

J.M.  Edes 

The  Hellenic  Republic 

E.  Frangoulis 

The  Hungarian  People's  Republic 

A.  Ekdos 

Iceland 

H.W.  Hannesson 

The  Italian  Republic 

P.  Pucci  di  Benisichi 

The  Grand  Duchy  of  Luxembourg 

E.  Molitor 
Norway 

H.J.  Biokn  Lian 

The  Kingdom  of  the  Netherlands 

J. H.  Meesman 

Polish  People's  Republic 

W.  Konakski 

Portugal 

J.M.    QUEIROZ  DE  BaKKOS 

The  Socialist  Republic  of  Romania 

D.  Aninoiu 

The  Czechoslovak  Socialist  Republic 

F.  Dolezel 

The  Republic  of  Turkev 

A.H.   Alp 

The  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics 

Yu.  B.  Kashlev 
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ANNEX  1 


PROCEDURES  FOR  THE 
NEGOTIATION  ON  CONVENTIONAL 
ARMED  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 

The  representatives  of  the  23  states  listed 
in  the  mandate,  hereinafter  referred  to  as 
"the  participants,"  held  consultations  in 
Vienna  from  17  February  1987  to  10  Janu- 
ary 1989,  and  agreed  on  the  following  pro- 
cedural arrangements  for  the  conduct  of 
the  Negotiation  on  Conventional  Armed 
Forces  in  Europe. 

These  procedural  arrangements  have 
been  adopted  by  the  consensus  of  the  par- 
ticipants. They  can  be  changed  only  by 
consensus  of  the  participants. 

I.  Agenda 

I.  Formal  opening. 

2.  Negotiations,  including  presentation 
of  proposals  by  the  participants,  elabora- 
tion of  measures  and  procedures  for  their 
implementation,  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  mandate  of  the  Negotia- 
tion on  Conventional  Armed  Forces  in 
Europe. 

II.  Work  Programme 

The  first  plenary  of  the  Negotiation  on 
Conventional  Armed  Forces  in  Europe  will 
open  in  Vienna  at  3  p.m.  on  the  Thursday 
of  the  week  referred  to  in  the  section  of 
the  mandate  on  Venue.  A  work  programme 
for  the  meetings  of  the  plenary  during  the 
first  fourteen  days  of  the  round  is  at- 
tached. Thereafter,  the  plenary  will  agree 
further  work  programmes  for  the  re- 
mainder of  the  first  round,  and  for  subse- 
quent rounds.  A  decision  on  the  date  for 
conclusion  of  the  round  will  be  taken  at  the 
first  plenary. 

In  1989,  there  will  in  principle  be  four 
rounds. 

The  participants  will,  in  setting  their 
timetable,  take  due  account  of  the  practical 
needs  of  all  delegations,  including  those 
participating  in  other  negotiations  within 
the  framework  of  the  CSCE  process. 

III.  Working  Methods 

With  the  exception  of  the  formal  opening, 
all  business  under  the  agenda  will — unless 
otherwise  agreed — be  dealt  with  in  closed 
plenary  and  in  such  subsidiary  working 
bodies  as  are  established  by  the  plenary. 
The  work  of  such  subsidiary  bodies  will  be 
guided  by  the  plenary. 

Decisions  shall  be  taken  by  consensus 
of  the  participants.  Consensus  shall  be  un- 
derstood to  mean  the  absence  of  any  objec- 
tion by  any  participant  to  the  taking  of  the 
decision  in  question. 


The  proceedings  of  the  negotiation 
shall  be  confidential  unless  otherwise 
agreed  at  the  negotiation. 

Unless  otherwise  agreed,  only  ac- 
credited representatives  of  the  participants 
shall  have  access  to  meetings. 

During  the  plenary  meetings  all  par- 
ticipants shall  be  seated  in  the  French  al- 
phabetical order. 

IV.  Languages 

The  official  languages  of  the  negotiation 
shall  be:  English,  French,  German,  Italian, 
Russian  and  Spanish.  Statements  made  in 
any  of  these  languages  shall  be  interpreted 
into  the  other  official  languages. 

V.  Role  of  the  Chairman 

The  Chairman  of  the  first  Plenary  will  be 
the  representative  of  Poland.  The  Chair 
thereafter  will  rotate  weekly  according  to 
the  French  alphabetical  order. 

The  Chairman  of  each  meeting  shall 
keep  a  list  of  speakers  and  may  declare  it 
closed  with  the  consent  of  the  meeting. 
The  Chairman  shall,  however,  accord  the 
right  of  reply  to  any  representative  if  a 
speech  made  following  closure  of  the  list 
makes  this  desirable. 

If  any  representative  raises  a  point  of 
order  during  a  discussion,  the  Chairman 
shall  give  that  representative  the  floor  im- 
mediately. A  representative  raising  a  point 
of  order  may  not  speak  on  the  substance  of 
the  matter  under  discussion. 

The  Chairman  shall  keep  a  journal 
which  shall  record  the  date  of  the  Plenary, 
and  the  names  of  the  Chairman  of  the  Ple- 
nary and  of  speakers  in  the  Plenary.  The 
journal  shall  be  handed  from  Chairman  to 
Chairman.  It  shall  be  made  available  only 
to  participants. 

VI.  Decisions,  Interpretative  Statements 
and  Proposals  and  Related  Documents  on 
Matters  of  Substance 

Decisions  on  matters  of  substance  shall  be 
attached  to  the  journal.  Interpretative 
statements,  if  any,  shall  be  attached  to  the 
journal  at  the  request  of  the  originator. 
Formal  proposals  and  related  docu- 
ments on  matters  of  substance  and  amend- 
ments thereto  shall  be  submitted  in 
writing  to  the  Chairman  and  shall  be  regis- 
tered at  the  request  of  the  originator.  They 
shall  be  circulated  in  writing  to  the 
participants. 

VII.  Financial  Issues 

The  following  scale  of  distribution  has  been 
agreed  for  the  common  expenses  of  the  ne- 
gotiation subject  to  the  reservation  that 
the  distribution  in  question  concerns  only 
this  negotiation  and  shall  not  be  considered 
a  precedent  which  could  be  relied  on  in 
other  circumstances: 


9.95%  for  France,  Federal  Republic  of  Ger- 
many, Italy,  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist 
Republics,  United  Kingdom,  United 
States  of  America 

6.25%  for  Canada 

5.0%  for  Spain 

3.85%  for  Belgium,  German  Democratic 
Republic,  Netherlands,  Poland 

2.25%  for  Czechoslovakia,  Denmark, 
Hungary,  Norway 

0.85%  for  Greece,  Romania,  Turkey 

0.65%  for  Bulgaria,  Luxembourg,  Portugal 

0.15%  for  Iceland 

Payment  of  contributions  by  the  par- 
ticipants shall  be  made  into  a  special  ac- 
count of  the  negotiation.  Accounts  shall  be 
rendered  by  the  host  country  in  respect  of 
each  round  or  at  intervals  of  three  months, 
as  appropriate.  Accounts  shall  be  ex- 
pressed in  the  currency  of  the  host  country 
and  shall  be  rendered  as  soon  as  tech- 
nically possible  after  the  termination  of  a 
billing  period.  Accounts  shall  be  payable 
within  sixty  days  of  presentation  in  the 
currency  of  the  host  country. 

VIII.  Host  Country  Support 

The  Government  of  Austria  shall  provide 
security  and  other  necessary  support  serv- 
ices for  the  negotiation. 

The  host  country  shall  be  asked  to  ap- 
point an  Administrator,  agreed  by  the  par- 
ticipants, to  make  and  manage 
arrangements  for  the  negotiation. The  Ad- 
ministrator shall  be  a  national  of  the  host 
country.  The  task  of  the  Administrator 
shall  include,  in  liaison  with  the  appropri- 
ate host  country  authorities: 

a  .  to  arrange  accreditation  for  the 
participants; 

b.  to  manage  the  facilities  of  the 
negotiation; 

c.  to  ensure  the  security  of,  and  con- 
trol access  to,  the  facilities  and  meetings; 

d.  to  employ  and  manage  interpreta- 
tion staff; 

e.  to  make  available  appropriate  tech- 
nical equipment; 

f.  to  ensure  the  availability  of  transla- 
tion services,  in  all  official  languages;  the 
practical  arrangements  for  their  use  being 
agreed  at  the  negotiation; 

g.  to  deal  with  financial  matters; 

h.  to  make  available  to  participants  as 
necessary  facilities  for  press  briefings  and 
to  arrange  appropriate  media 
accreditation. 

The  Administrator  shall  act  at  all 
times  in  conformity  with  these  rules  of  pro- 
cedure. Liaison  between  the  Administrator 
and  the  Plenary  will  be  effected  by  the 
Chairman. 
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ANNEX  2 

MODALITIES  FOR  MEETINGS  TO 
EXCHANGE  VIEWS  AND 
INFORMATION  CONCERNING  THE 
COURSE  OF  THE  NEGOTIATION  ON 
CONVENTIONAL  ARMED  FORCES 
IN  EUROPE 

The  participants  have,  for  their  part, 
agreed  the  following  modalities  for  the 
meetings  which  are  to  be  held  between 
participants  in  the  Negotiation  on  Conven- 
tional Armed  Forces  in  Europe  and  other 
CSCE  participating  States. 

Unless  otherwise  agreed,  meetings 
will  take  place  at  least  twice  in  the  course 
of  each  round  of  the  negotiation. 

Meetings  will  not  be  extended  beyond 
the  day  on  which  they  convene,  unless  oth- 
erwise agreed. 

The  Chair  at  the  first  meeting  will  be 
taken  by  the  delegation  chosen  for  this 
purpose  by  lot.  The  Chair  will  then  rotate 
among  the  35  States  represented  in  alpha- 
betical order  according  to  the  French 
alphabet. 

Further  practical  arrangements  may,  if 
necessary,  be  agreed  by  consensus,  taking 
due  regard  of  relevant  precedents. 

Statement  of  the  Representative 
of  Denmark 

On  behalf  of  the  Government  of  Denmark, 
I  wish  to  confirm  that  the  Faroe  Islands 
are  included  in  the  area  of  application  for 
the  Negotiation  on  Conventional  Armed 
Forces  in  Europe. 

Statement  of  the  Representative 
of  Norway 

On  behalf  of  the  Government  of  Norway,  I 
confirm  that  Svalbard,  including  Bear  Is- 
land, is  included  in  the  area  of  application 
for  the  Negotiation  on  Conventional  Armed 
Forces  in  Europe. 

Statement  of  the  Representative 
of  Portugal 

The  islands  of  Azores  and  Madeira  have  by 
right  the  status  of  European  Islands.  It 
has  been  agreed  in  the  mandate  that  all  the 
European  island  territories  of  the  partici- 
pants are  included  in  the  area  of  applica- 
tion. I  can  therefore  state  on  behalf  of  my 
government  that  the  Azores  and  Madeira 
are  within  the  area  of  application  for  the 
Negotiation  on  Conventional  Armed  Forces 
in  Europe. 

Statement  of  the  Representative  of  Spain 

On  behalf  of  the  Government  of  Spain,  I 
confirm  that  the  Canary  Islands  are  in- 
cluded in  the  area  of  application  for  the 
Negotiation  on  Conventional  Armed  Forces 
in  Europe. 

Statement  of  the  Representative  of  the 
Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics 

On  behalf  of  the  Government  of  the  Union 
of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics,  I  confirm 


that  Franz  Josef  Land  and  Novaya  Zemlya 
are  included  in  the  area  of  application  for 
the  Negotiation  on  Conventional  Armed 
Forces  in  Europe. 


This  statement  will  be  an  Annex  to  the 
Concluding  Document  of  the  Vienna  Meet- 
ing and  will  be  published  with  it. 


ANNEX  IV 


Chairman's  Statement 


MEETINGS  IN  ORDER  TO  EXCHANGE 
VIEWS  AND  INFORMATION 
CONCERNING  THE  COURSE  OF 
THE  NEGOTIATION  ON 
CONVENTIONAL  ARMED  FORCES 
IN  EUROPE 

The  meetings  to  exchange  views  and  infor- 
mation concerning  the  course  of  the  Nego- 
tiation on  Conventional  Armed  Forces  in 
Europe  will,  unless  otherwise  agreed,  be 
held  as  follows: 

•  on  the  second  Tuesday  of  each  ses- 
sion of  the  Negotiation  on  Conventional 
Armed  Forces  in  Europe; 

•  on  every  fourth  Tuesday  thereafter 
unless  it  happens  to  be  in  the  penultimate 
week  of  the  session; 

•  on  the  Tuesday  of  the  concluding 
week  of  each  session. 

Consequently,  the  first  meeting  will 
take  place  on  21  March  1989.  It  will  com- 
mence at  10:30  a.m. 

These  meetings  will  not  be  extended 
beyond  the  day  on  which  they  convene,  un- 
less otherwise  agreed. 

The  Chair  will  be  taken  in  daily  rota- 
tion, in  French  alphabetical  order,  starting 
with  the  representative  of  Sweden. 

Further  practical  arrangements  related 
to  the  procedure  and  working  methods 
may,  if  necessary,  be  agreed  to  accord  with 
the  rules  of  procedure  of  the  CSCE. 

This  statement  will  be  an  Annex  to  the 
Concluding  Document  of  the  Vienna  Meet- 
ing and  will  be  published  with  it. 


ANNEX  V 


Conference  on  Economic 
Co-operation  in  Europe 

I.  AGENDA 

1.  Formal  opening.  Address  by  a  represen- 
tative of  the  host  country. 

2.  Statements  by  delegations  of  the 
participating  States. 

3.  Contributions  by  the  Economic 
Commission  for  Europe  (ECE)  and  the  In- 
ternational Chamber  of  Commerce  (ICC). 

4.  Consideration  of  the  following  items: 


A.  Development  and  diversification 
of  economic  relations  through  practical 
measures  regarding: 

(a)  Business  contacts 

(b)  Working  conditions  for 
businesspeople 

(c)  Economic  and  commercial 
information 

(d)  Role  of  small  and  medium-sized 
enterprises 

(e)  Marketing  and  product 
promotion 

B.  Industrial  co-operation:  Require- 
ments for  the  establishment  and  operation, 
on  a  mutually  advantageous  basis,  of  joint 
ventures  and  other  forms  of  industrial  co- 
operation such  as  co-production,  specializa- 
tion and  licensing: 

(a)  Economic  conditions  and  legal 
administrative  aspects 

(b)  Investment-related  matters 

C.  Co-operation  in  specific  areas: 

(a)  Energy  and  raw  material  sav- 
ing techniques 

(b)  Equipment  for  environmental 
protection 

(c)  Techniques  aimed  at  improving 
the  quality  of  life 

(d)  Agro-industry  and  food  proc- 
essing, including  natural  food  production 

(e)  Machinery  for  the  production  of 
durable  and  non-durable  consumer  goods 

(f)  Urban  development  and  town 
planning. 

D.  Monetary  and  financial  aspects  of 
commercial  exchanges  and  industrial  co-op- 
eration, such  as: 

(a)  Currency  convertibility  and 
pricing  and  their  effects  on  international 
competition 

(b)  Financial  instruments  and 
other  support  facilities  offered  by  the  fi- 
nancial services  sector. 


up. 


5.  Concluding  discussion  and  summing 

6.  Formal  closure. 
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II.  ORGANIZATIONAL  FRAMEWORK 
AND  OTHER  MODALITIES 

1.  The  Conference  will  be  attended  by  dele- 
gations, which  may  include  businesspeople 
and  representatives  of  relevant  organiza- 
tions and  institutions,  from  the  participat- 
ing States.  At  the  concluding  Plenary 
meetings,  in  the  fourth  week,  delegations 
may  also  include  leading  members  of  the 
business  community  and  of  relevant  organi- 
zations and  institutions.  The  Conference 
will  open  on  19  March  1990  at  3  p.m.,  in 
Bonn.  It  will  close  on  11  April  1990. 

2.  The  ECE  and  the  ICC  are  invited  to 
attend  the  Conference. 

3.  All  Plenary  meetings  will  be  open. 
Unless  otherwise  agreed,  all  meetings  of 
Subsidiary  Working  Bodies  will  be  open. 

4.  Agenda  items  1,  5  and  G  will  be 
dealt  with  in  the  Plenary.  Agenda  item  4 
will  be  dealt  with  in  the  Plenary  and  in 
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Subsidiary  Working  Bodies  (SWBs),  in  a 
balanced  and  structured  way.  Contribu- 
tions under  Agenda  items  2  and  3  may  be 
made  both  in  the  Plenary  and  in  the 
SWBs. 

5.  Subsidiary  Working  Bodies  A,  B,  C 
and  D  will  be  set  up  and  will  deal  with 
Agenda  item  4,  in  the  following  manner: 

SWB  A:  Development  and  diversifica- 
tion of  economic  relations  through  practical 
measures  regarding: 

•  Business  contacts 

•  Working  conditions  for 
businesspeople 

•  Economic  and  commercial 
information 

•  Role  of  small  and  medium-sized 
enterprises 

SWB  B:  Industrial  co-operation:  Re- 
quirements for  the  establishment  and  oper- 
ation, on  a  mutually  advantageous  basis,  of 
joint  ventures  and  other  forms  of  industrial 
co-operation  such  as  co-production,  spe- 
cialization and  licensing: 

•  Economic  conditions  and  legal  and 
administrative  aspects 

•  Investment-related  matters 

•  Marketing  and  product  promotion 

SWB  C:  Co-operation  in  specific  areas: 

•  Energy  and  raw  material  saving 
techniques 

•  Equipment  for  environmental 
protection 

•  Techniques  aimed  at  improving  the 
quality  of  life 

•  Agro-industry  and  food  processing, 
including  natural  food  production 

•  Machinery  for  the  production  of  dura- 
ble and  non-durable  consumer  goods 

•  Urban  development  and  town 
planning 

SWB  D:  Monetary  and  financial  as- 
pects of  commercial  exchanges  and  indus- 
trial co-operation,  such  as: 

•  Currency  convertibility  and  pricing, 
and  their  effects  on  international 
competition 

•  Financial  instruments  and  other  sup- 
port facilities  offered  by  the  financial  serv- 
ices sector. 

6.  The  Plenary  will  decide  upon  work- 
ing methods  which  may  be  required  to  deal 
with  the  specific  topics  of  Agenda  item  4 
and  with  Agenda  item  5. 

7.  Sessions  of  the  Plenary  and  of  the 
Subsidiary  Working  Bodies  will  be  held  ac- 
cording to  the  attached  work  programme. 

X.  The  Chair  at  the  opening  and  clos- 
ing Plenary  sessions  will  be  taken  by  a 
representative  of  the  host  country.  After 
the  opening  session,  the  Chair  will  be 
taken  in  daily  rotation,  in  French  alpha- 
betical order,  starting  with  a  represen- 
tative of  Austria. 


9.  The  Chair  at  the  opening  meetings 
of  the  SWBs  will  be  taken  by  a  represen- 
tative of  the  host  country.  Selection  of  the 
next  Chairman  will  be  by  lot.  The  Chair 
will  then  be  taken  in  daily  rotation  among 
the  representatives  of  the  participating 
States  in  French  alphabetical  order. 

10.  In  conformity  with  paragraph  74  of 
the  Final  Recommendations  of  the  Helsinki 


Consultations,  the  Government  of  the 
Federal  Republic  of  Germany  will  desig- 
nate an  Executive  Secretary.  This  designa- 
tion will  be  subject  to  approval  by  the 
participating  States. 

11.  The  other  rules  of  procedure,  the 
working  methods  and  the  scale  of  distribu- 
tion of  expenses  of  the  CSCE  will,  mutatis 
mutandis,  be  applied  to  the  Conference. 


ANNEX  V 


WORK  PROGRAMME 

Conference  on  Economic  Co-operation  in  Europe 

19  March-11  April  1990 


Working  Hours:     10.30  a.m.-l  p.m. 
3  p.m. -6  p.m. 


1st  WEEK 

Monday 
19  March 

Tuesday 
20  March 

Wednesday 
21  March 

Thursday 
22  March 

Friday 
23  March 

Morning 

PL 

SWB  A 

SWB  A 

SWB  A 

Afternoon 

PL 

PL 

SWBB 

SWBB 

SWBB 

2nd  WEEK 


Morning 


Afternoon 


3rd  WEEK 


Morning 


Afternoon 


Monday 
26  March 


SWB  A 


SWBB 


Tuesday 
27  March 


SWB  A 


SWBB 


Wednesday 
28  March 


SWB  A 


SWBB 


Thursday 
29  March 


SWB  A 


SWBB 


Monday 
2  April 


SWBC 


SWBC 


Tuesday 
3  April 


SWBC 


SWBC 


Wednesday 
4  April 


SWBD 


SWBD 


Thursday 
5  April 


SWBD 


SWBD 


Friday 
30  March 


SWBC 


SWBC 


Friday 
6  April 


SWBD 


SWBD 


4th  WEEK 

Monday 
9  April 

Tuesday 
10  April 

Wednesday 
11  April 

Thursday 
12  April 

Friday 
13  April 

Morning 

PL 

PL 

PL 

Afternoon 

PL 

PL 
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ANNEX  VI 


Meeting  on  the  Protection 
of  the  Environment 


A.  AGENDA 

1.  Formal  opening  of  the  Meeting.  Address 
by  a  representative  of  the  host  country. 

2.  Opening  statements  by  represen- 
tatives of  the  participating  States. 

3.  Contributions  by  the  Economic 
Commission  for  Europe  (ECE),  the  United 
Nations  Environment  Programme  (UNEP) 
and  the  International  Union  for  Conserva- 
tion of  Nature  and  Natural  Resources 
(IUCN). 

4.  Review  of  the  work  already  done,  or 
currently  under  way,  in  the  fields  of: 

(a)  Prevention  and  control  of  the 
transboundary  effects  of  industrial 
accidents; 

(b)  Management  of  potentially  haz- 
ardous chemicals; 

(c)  Pollution  of  transboundary  water- 
courses and  international  lakes. 

5.  In  the  light  of  Agenda  item  4,  exam- 
ination of  possibilities  for  further  measures 
and  co-operation,  including  improved  ex- 
change of  information.  The  discussion  will 
focus  on  legal,  practical,  technical  and 
technological  aspects,  as  well  as  on  educa- 
tional matters  and  public  awareness. 

6.  Drawing  up  of  conclusions  and 
recommendations. 

7.  Closing  statements. 

8.  Formal  closure. 

B.  ORGANIZATIONAL  FRAMEWORK 
AND  OTHER  MODALITIES 

1.  The  meeting  will  open  on  16  October 
1989  at  10.30  a.m.,  in  Sofia.  It  will  close  on 
3  November  1989. 

2.  The  ECE,  UNEP  and  IUCN  will  be 
invited  to  attend  the  Meeting. 

3.  All  Plenary  meetings  will  be  open. 

4.  Agenda  items  1,  2,  3,  4,  6,  7  and  8 
will  be  dealt  with  in  the  Plenary. 

5.  Agenda  item  5  will  be  dealt  with  in 
the  Plenary  and  in  two  Subsidiary  Working 
Bodies  (SWBs),  which  will  cover  the  fields 
mentioned  in  Agenda  item  4,  in  a  balanced 
and  structured  way,  as  follows: 

•  a  general  debate,  including  an  ex- 
change of  views  on  educational  matters  and 
public  awareness,  will  be  held  in  the  Ple- 
nary to  initiate  the  work  of  the  Subsidiary 
Working  Bodies; 

•  SWB  I  will  deal  with  legal,  admin- 
istrative and  practical  aspects  of  issues 
such  as  liability  and  restoration,  systems  of 
alert,  assistance  upon  request,  preventive 
measures,  information  flows  and 
consultations; 

•  SWB  II  will  deal  with  the  scientific, 
technical  and  technological  aspects  of  is- 
sues such  as  preventive  measures,  risk  as- 
sessment, assessment  of  damage,  clean-up, 
measurement  and  monitoring; 


•  the  SWBs  I  and  II  will  submit  their 
reports  to  the  Plenary. 

6.  The  timetable  of  the  Meeting  will  be 
the  following: 

•  from  16  to  19  October  1989  the  Ple- 
nary will  deal  with  Agenda  items  1,  2,  3,  4 
and  the  general  debate  related  to  Agenda 
item  5; 

•  from  19  October  to  1  November  1989 
the  two  SWBs  will  meet  to  deal  with 
Agenda  item  5; 

•  from  1  to  3  November  1989  the  Ple- 
nary will  consider  reports  by  the  SWBs 
and  on  this  basis  draw  up  conclusions  and 
recommendations  in  the  three  fields  listed 
in  Agenda  item  4,  as  provided  for  under 
Agenda  item  6. 

7.  Prior  to  the  Meeting,  the  participat- 
ing States  and  international  organizations 
attending  are  invited  to  circulate  written 
contributions,  through  diplomatic  channels 
or  through  the  Executive  Secretary,  to  all 
participating  States  in  order  to  allow  thor- 
ough preparation  of  the  Meeting. 

8.  Meetings  of  the  Plenary  and  the 
SWBs  will  be  held  according  to  the  at- 
tached work  programme. 


ANNEX  VI 


9.  The  Chair  at  the  opening  and  clos- 
ing Plenary  meetings  will  be  taken  by  a 
representative  of  the  host  country.  After 
the  opening  meeting,  the  Chair  will  be 
taken  in  daily  rotation,  in  French  alpha- 
betical order,  starting  with  a  represen- 
tative of  Turkey. 

10.  The  Chair  at  the  opening  meetings 
of  the  SWBs  will  be  taken  by  a  represen- 
tative of  the  host  country.  Selection  of  the 
next  Chairman  will  be  by  lot.  The  Chair 
will  then  be  taken  in  daily  rotation  among 
the  representatives  of  the  participating 
States  in  French  alphabetical  order. 

11.  In  conformity  with  paragraph  74  of 
the  Final  Recommendations  of  the  Helsinki 
Consultations,  the  Government  of  the  host 
country  will  designate  an  Executive  Secre- 
tary. This  designation  will  be  subject  to 
approval  by  the  participating  States. 

12.  The  other  rules  of  procedure,  the 
working  methods  and  the  scale  of  distribu- 
tion of  the  expenses  of  the  CSCE  will, 
mutatis  mutandis,  be  applied  to  the 
Meeting. 


WORK  PROGRAMME 

Environmental  Meeting 

16  October-3  November  1989 


Working  Hours:     10.30  a.m.-l  p.m. 
3  p.m. -6  p.m. 


1st  WEEK 

Monday 
16  October 

Tuesday 
17  October- 

Wednesday 
18  October- 

Thursday 
19  October 

Friday 
20  October 

Morning 

PL 

PL 

PL 

SWB  II 

Afternoon 

PL 

PL 

PL 

SWB  I 

SWB  1 

2nd  WEEK 

Monday 
23  October 

Tuesday 
24  October 

Wednesday 
25  October 

Thursday 
26  October 

Friday 
27  October 

Morning 

SWB  II 

SWB  II 

SWB  II 

SWB  II 

SWB  II 

Afternoon 

SWB  I 

SWB  I 

SWB  I 

SWB  I 

SWB  I 

3rd  WEEK 

Monday 
30  October 

Tuesday 
31  October 

Wednesday 
1  November 

Thursday 
2  November 

Friday 
3  November 

Morning 

SWB  II 

SWB  II 

SWB  II 

PL 

PL 

Afternoon 

SWB  I 

SWB  I 

PL 

PL 
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ANNEX  VII 


Meeting  on  the  Mediterranean 


I.  AGENDA 

1.  Formal  opening  of  the  Meeting.  Address 
by  a  representative  of  the  host  country. 

2.  Opening  statements  by  represen- 
tatives of  the  participating  States,  the  non- 
participating  Mediterranean  States  and  the 
international  organizations  invited;  opening 
statements  should,  as  a  rule,  not  exceed  15 
minutes  per  delegation. 

3.  Exchange  of  views  on  issues  raised 
in  opening  statements,  taking  into  consid- 
eration the  provisions  of  the  Mediterra- 
nean chapters  of  the  Final  Act  and  the 
Madrid  Concluding  Document,  and  review 
of  the  existing  practice  of  contacts  and  co- 
operation with  the  non-participating  Medi- 
terranean States. 

4.  Specific  aspects  of  cooperation: 

•  examination  of  the  opportunities 
offered  to  contribute  to  the  faster  social 
and  economic  development  of  the  countries 
of  the  region,  in  particular  those  which  are 
developing  from  an  economic  point  of  view; 

•  examination  of  possibilities  for  the 
harmonization  of  statistical  methods; 

•  encouragement  of  contacts  at  vari- 
ous levels  (expert  meetings,  round  tables, 
study  visits)  with  a  view  to  contributing  to 
the  implementation  of  concrete  pro- 
grammes for  co-operation; 

•  co-operation  in  the  field  of  solar 
and  wind  energy; 

•  consideration  of  questions  relating 
to  the  conservation  and  restoration  of  his- 
toric centres  and  the  preservation  of  cul- 
tural heritage  including  marine 
archaeology; 

5.  Protection  of  Mediterranean 
ecosystems: 

•  urban,  agricultural  and  industrial 
water  uses  and  requirements  in  the  Medi- 
terranean countries; 

•  pollution  of  surface  and  under- 
ground water  and  of  the  Mediterranean 
Sea: 

•  national,  bilateral  and  international 
action  to  control  and  prevent  pollution  by 
national  and  transboundary  waterways 
flowing  into  the  Mediterranean  and  pollu- 
tion by  ships: 


•  recycling  of  waste  water  and  the 
use  of  other  new  technologies  to  obtain 
water  resources; 

•  desertification  and  the  struggle 
against  it,  including  parameters  and  tech- 
niques; initiatives  in  international  co-oper- 
ation in  this  field;  the  role  of  forest 
conservation  and  reforestation; 

•  international  cooperation  in  the 
Mediterranean  in  preventing  and  ex- 
tinguishing forest  fires;  the  role  of  mete- 
orology and  communication  networks; 
traditional  and  other  techniques  in  the 
struggle  against  forest  fires,  including  the 
use  and  international  coordination  of  aerial 
means,  land  techniques  and  standardiza- 
tion fire-fighting  methods;  information  and 
awareness  campaigns; 

•  atmospheric  problems,  in  particu- 
lar air  quality  in  urban  centres  and  the 
effects  of  air  pollution  on  historical  monu- 
ments and  biological  ecosystems;  typical 
sources  of  air  pollution  in  Mediterranean 
countries  and  the  Mediterranean  share  in 
long-range  air  pollution; 

•  the  biosphere  and  related  ques- 
tions of  ecology  and  human  activities; 
nature  conservation;  study  of  coastal  and 
island  areas  including  urban  development; 

•  environmental  aspects  of  the  devel- 
opment of  tourism; 

•  review  and  improvement  of  ex- 
changes of  information  relating  to  the  pro- 
tection of  the  environment. 

6.  Elaboration  and  adoption  of  the  re- 
port of  the  Meeting,  including  conclusions 
and  recommendations  based  on  the  reports 
of  the  Subsidiary  Working  Bodies. 

7.  Closing  statements,  address  by  a 
representative  of  the  host  country  and  for- 
mal close  of  the  Meeting. 

II.  ORGANIZATIONAL  FRAMEWORK 
AND  OTHER  MODALITIES 

1.  The  Meeting  will  open  on  Monday, 
24  September  at  3  p.m.  in  Palma  de  Mal- 
lorca;  it  will  close  not  later  than  Friday,  19 
October  1990. 

2.  Agenda  items  1,  2,  3  and  7  will  be 
dealt  with  in  open  Plenary. 

3.  Agenda  item  6  will  be  dealt  with  in 
closed  Plenary  by  the  participating  States. 

4.  Agenda  item  4  will  be  dealt  with  in 
Subsidiary  Working  Body  (SWB)  I. 

5.  Agenda  item  5  will  be  dealt  with  in 
SWB  II. 

6.  The  timetable  of  the  Meeting  will  be 
the  following: 


•  from  Monday,  24  September,  to 
Wednesday,  26  September,  the  Plenary  will 
deal  with  Agenda  items  1  and  2; 

•  on  Thursday,  27  September,  and 
Friday,  28  September,  the  Plenary  will 
deal  with  Agenda  item  3; 

•  from  Monday,  1  October,  to  Tues- 
day, 16  October,  the  two  SWBs  will  meet 
alternately  to  deal  with  Agenda  items  4 
and  5; 

•  Tuesday,  16  October,  will  be  de- 
voted to  the  adoption  of  reports  by  the 
SWBs  for  submission  to  the  Plenary; 

•  on  Wednesday,  17  October,  and 
Thursday,  18  October,  the  Plenary  will  deal 
with  Agenda  item  6; 

•  on  Friday,  19  October,  the  Plenary 
will  deal  with  Agenda  item  7. 

7.  Meetings  of  the  Plenary  and  of  the 
SWBs  will  be  held  according  to  the  work 
programme  set  forth  in  this  Annex. 

8.  Participants  may  circulate  written 
contributions  prior  to  the  Meeting  through 
diplomatic  channels  or  through  the  Execu- 
tive Secretary  to  all  other  participating 
States  in  order  to  allow  a  thorough  prepa- 
ration of  the  Meeting. 

9.  The  Chair  at  the  opening  and  clos- 
ing Plenary  sessions  will  be  taken  by  a 
representative  of  the  host  country.  After 
the  opening  Meeting,  the  Chair  will  be 
taken  in  daily  rotation  among  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  participating  States  in 
French  alphabetical  order,  starting  with  a 
representative  of  Italy. 

10.  The  Chair  at  the  opening  meetings 
of  the  SWB  will  be  taken  by  a  represen- 
tative of  the  host  country.  Selection  of  the 
next  Chairman  will  be  by  lot.  The  Chair 
will  then  be  taken  in  daily  rotation  among 
the  representatives  of  the  participating 
States  in  French  alphabetical  order. 

11.  Opening  statements  under  Agenda 
item  2  will  be  made  in  the  following  order: 
Liechtenstein,  Cyprus,  the  United  States 
of  America,  Italy,  Norway,  Bulgaria,  the 
Netherlands,  Turkey,  the  Holy  See,  the 
Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics, 
Canada,  Austria,  Finland,  Luxembourg, 
Malta,  Belgium,  Romania,  the  German 
Democratic  Republic,  Iceland,  France,  the 
Federal  Republic  of  Germany,  Sweden, 
Yugoslavia,  Spain,  Hungary,  Denmark, 
Czechoslovakia,  San  Marino,  the  United 
Kingdom,  Monaco,  Ireland,  Greece, 
Portugal,  Switzerland,  Poland. 

12.  In  conformity  with  paragraph  74  of 
the  Final  Recommendations  of  the  Helsinki 
Consultations,  the  Government  of  Spain 
will  designate  an  Executive  Secretary.  This 
designation  will  be  subject  to  the  agree- 
ment of  the  participating  States. 

13.  The  other  rules  of  procedure,  the 
working  methods  and  the  scale  of  distribu- 
tion of  the  expenses  of  the  CSCE  will, 
mutatis  mutandis,  be  applied  to  the 
Meeting. 
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ANNEX  VIII 


WORK  PROGRAMME 

Mediterranean 

24  September-19  October  1990 


Working  Hours:     10.30  a.m.-l  p.m. 
3  p.m. -6  p.m. 


1st  WEEK 

Monday 
24  September- 

Tuesday 
25  September- 

Wednesday 
26  September- 

Thursday 
27  September- 

Friday 

28  September- 

Morning 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

Afternoon 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

2nd  WEEK 

Monday 
1  October 

Tuesday 
2  October 

Wednesday 
3  October 

Thursday 
4  October 

Friday 
5  October 

Morning 

SWBI 

SWBI 

SWBI 

SWBI 

SWBI 

After-noon 

SWB  II 

SWB  II 

SWB  II 

SWB  II 

SWB  II 

3rd  WEEK 

Monday 
8  October 

Tuesday 
9  October 

Wednesday 
10  October 

Thursday 
11  October 

Friday 
12  October 

Morning 

SWB  II 

SWB  II 

SWB  II 

SWB  II 

SWB  II 

After-noon 

SWBI 

SWBI 

SWBI 

SWB  I 

SWBI 

4th  WEEK 

Monday 
15  October 

Tuesday 
16  October 

Wednesday 
17  October- 

Thursday 
18  October- 

Friday 
19  October 

Morning 

SWB  I 

SWB  II 

PL 

PL 

PL 

Afternoon 

SWB  II 

SWB  I 

PL 

PL 

PL 

Agenda,  Timetable  and  Other 
Organizational  Modalities  of 
Information  Forum 


I.  AGENDA 

1.  Formal  opening  of  the  Information 
Forum.  Address  by  a  representative  of  the 
host  country. 

2.  Opening  statements  by  represen- 
tatives of  the  participating  States;  contri- 
butions by  UNESCO  and  by  the 
International  Telecommunication  Union 
(ITU). 

3.  Discussion  of  current  and  possible 
future  problems  and  issues  concerning 

•  the  improvement  of  the  circulation 
of,  access  to  and  exchange  of  information; 

•  cooperation  in  the  field  of 
information; 

•  the  improvement  of  working  condi- 
tions for  journalists. 

In  dealing  with  these  three  main  areas 
of  the  Final  Act,  the  participants  in  the 
Information  Forum,  drawing  on  their  pro- 
fessional experience,  will  review  the  pres- 
ent situation  on  the  basis  of  the  relevant 
CSCE  provisions  with  the  aim  of  indicating 
any  necessary  improvements  or  possible 
new  developments  in  those  fields.  In  so  do- 
ing they  will  take  into  account  the  fields  of 
oral  information,  printed  information  and 
filmed  and  broadcast  information,  as  well 
as  the  aim,  as  laid  down  in  the  Final  Act, 
to  facilitate  the  freer  and  wider  dissemina- 
tion of  information  of  all  kinds,  thus  con- 
tributing to  an  ever  wider  knowledge  and 
understanding  of  life  in  other  participating 
States.  Particular  attention  will  also  be 
paid  to  the  latest  achievements  in  the  field 
of  information  gathering  and  transmission, 
including  the  prospects  offered  by  new  in- 
formation and  communication  technology. 

4.  Closing  statements  by  represen- 
tatives of  the  participating  States. 

5.  Formal  closure  of  the  Information 
Forum. 


II.  TIMETABLE  AND  OTHER 
ORGANIZATIONAL  MODALITIES 

1.  The  Information  Forum  will  open  on 
Tuesday,  18  April  1989  at  10.30  a.m.  in 
London.  It  will  close  on  Friday,  12  May 
1989. 

2.  All  Plenary  meetings  will  be  open. 

3.  Agenda  items  1,  2,  4  and  5  will  be 
dealt  with  in  the  Plenary. 

4.  Agenda  item  3  will  be  dealt  with  in 
three  Subsidiary  Working  Bodies,  one  on 
Printed  Information  (SWB  A),  one  on 
Filmed,  Broadcast  and  Oral  Information 
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(SWB  B)  and  one  on  Communication  (SWB 
C),  in  a  structured  and  balanced  way.  Pos- 
sible themes  for  discussion  in  the  Subsidi- 
ary Working  Bodies  are  set  out  below. 
Agenda  item  3  will  also  be  dealt  with  in 
the  Plenary  sessions  which  are  not  devoted 
to  Agenda  items  1,  2,  4  and  5. 

5.  The  timetable  of  the  Forum  will  be 
the  following: 

•  The  first  three  days  will  be  de- 
voted, as  required,  to  opening  statements 
by  representatives  of  those  participating 
States  which  so  desire  and  to  the  contribu- 
tions by  UNESCO  and  by  ITU.  The  open- 
ing statements  should,  as  a  rule,  not 
exceed  20  minutes  per  delegation  and  will 
be  held  in  the  following  order:  the  German 
Democratic  Republic,  Iceland,  Luxem- 
bourg, Finland,  Greece,  Belgium,  Por- 
tugal, Spain,  Italy,  the  Holy  See,  Bulgaria, 
the  Netherlands,  France,  Malta,  Czecho- 
slovakia, Ireland,  the  United  Kingdom, 
Turkey,  Denmark,  San  Marino,  Norway, 
the  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics, 
Romania,  Switzerland,  Austria,  Canada, 
the  United  States  of  America,  Yugoslavia, 
Liechtenstein,  the  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  Poland,  Hungary,  Cyprus, 
Sweden,  Monaco. 

•  Beginning  on  Friday,  21  April,  and 
ending  on  Monday,  8  May,  the  three  Sub- 
sidiary Working  Bodies  will  meet 
concurrently: 

•  Agenda  items  4  and  5  shall  be 
dealt  with  on  the  last  three  days  of  the 
Forum. 

6.  Participants  may  circulate  written 
contributions  on  the  subjects  for  considera- 
tion in  one  or  more  of  the  working  lan- 
guages of  the  CSCE  prior  to  the  Forum 
through  the  Executive  Secretary  to  all 
other  participating  States  in  order  to  allow 
a  thorough  preparation  of  the  relevant 
discussions. 

7.  If  the  Forum  does  not  reach  any 
agreed  conclusions,  proposals  and  projects 
submitted  to  the  Forum  will  be  forwarded 
to  the  next  follow-up  meeting  by  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  host  country. 

8.  Meetings  of  the  Plenary  and  of  the 
Subsidiary  Working  Bodies  will  be  held  ac- 
cording to  the  attached  work  programme. 

9.  At  the  opening  and  closing  Plenary 
sessions,  the  Chair  will  be  taken  by  a  rep- 
resentative of  the  host  country.  After  the 
opening  session,  the  Chair  will  be  taken  in 
daily  rotation,  in  French  alphabetical 
order,  starting  with  a  representative  of 
Sweden. 

10.  The  Chair  at  the  opening  sessions 
of  the  Subsidiary  Working  Bodies  will  be 
taken  by  a  representative  of  the  host  coun- 
try. Selection  of  the  next  Chairman  of  each 
Subsidiary  Working  Body  will  be  by  lot. 
The  Chair  will  then  be  taken  in  daily  rota- 
tion, in  French  alphabetical  order. 

11.  In  conformity  with  paragraph  74  of 
the  Final  Recommendations  of  the  Helsinki 
Consultations,  the  Government  of  the 


ANNEX  VIII 


WORK  PROGRAMME 

Information  Forum 

18  April-12  May  1989 


Working  Hours:    10.30  a.m.-l  p.m. 
3  p.m. -6  p.m. 


1st  WEEK 

Monday 
17  April 

Tuesday 
18  April 

Wednesday 
19  April 

Thursday 
20  April 

Friday 
21  April 

Morning 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

Afternoon 

PL 

PL 

PL 

SWB  A 

2nd  WEEK 

Monday 
24  April 

Tuesday 
25  April 

Wednesday 
26  April 

Thursday 
27  April 

Friday 
28  April 

Morning 

SWBB 

SWBB 

SWB  A 

SWBC 

PL 

Afternoon 

SWBC 

SWB  A 

SWBB 

SWB  A 

SWBB 

3rd  WEEK 

Monday 
1  May 

Tuesday 
2  May 

Wednesday 
3  May 

Thursday 
4  May 

Friday 
5  May 

Morning 

SWB  A 

SWBB 

SWB  A 

SWBB 

PL 

Afternoon 

SWBC 

SWB  A 

SWBB 

SWBC 

SWB  A 

4th  WEEK 

Monday 
8  May 

Tuesday 

9  May 

Wednesday 
10  May 

Thursday 
11  May 

Friday 
12  May 

Morning 

SWBB 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

Afternoon 

SWBC 

PL 

PL 

PL 

United  Kingdom  will  designate  an  Execu- 
tive Secretary.  This  designation  will  be 
subject  to  approval  by  the  participating 
States. 

12.  The  other  rules  of  procedure,  the 
working  methods  and  the  scale  of  distribu- 
tion of  the  expenses  of  the  CSCE  will, 
mutatis  mutandis,  be  applied  to  the 
Forum. 

III.  INDICATIVE  LIST  OF  THEMES 
FOR  DISCUSSION  IN  THE 
SUBSIDIARY  WORKING  BODIES 

SWB  A:  Printed  Information  with  particu- 
lar reference  to 


•  Distribution  of  periodicals  and 
other  publications  both  commercially  pub- 
lished and  official,  questions  relating  to  the 
import  of  publications; 

•  Access  to  periodicals  and  other 
publications,  e.g.,  in  reading  rooms  and 
cultural  information  centres; 

•  Questions  relating  to  printing  and 
publishing  including  access  to  technical 
means; 

•  Contacts  and  exchanges  between 
newspapers  and  periodicals,  exchange  of 
newspaper  subscriptions. 
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SWB  B:  Filmed.  Broadcast  and  Oral 
Information  with  particular  reference  to 

•  Access  to  new  means  of  communi- 
cation including  satellite  and  other  cross- 
frontier  broadcasting; 

•  Contacts  and  exchanges  between 
broadcasting  companies,  e.g.  telebridges, 
joint  discussion  or  other  programmes; 

•  Dissemination  and  use  of  recorded 
audio-yisual  material; 

•  Participation  in  international  dis- 
cussion fora; 

•  Public  lectures,  exchanges  of  study 
visits  betyveen  officials  and  non-govern- 
mental organizations; 

•  Press  conferences. 

SWB  A  and  SWB  B:  Both  SWBs  will 
also  deal  with  general  considerations  con- 
cerning the  exercise  of  the  profession  of 
journalists,  in  particular  the  improvement 
of  working  conditions  for  journalists  and 
media  personnel  including 

•  The  role  of  journalists  in  all  its 
aspects; 

•  Facilitation  of  travel; 

•  Facilitation  of  access  to  sources; 

•  Respect  for  confidentiality  of 
sources  and  materials; 

•  Visas/accreditation  for  journalists 
and  radio  television  crews; 

•  Possibilities  for  accredited  corre- 
spondents to  employ  local  nationals  of  their 
choice. 

SWB  C:  Communication  with  particu- 
lar reference  to 

•  The  impact  on  a  national  and  inter- 
national level  of  new  production  techniques 
and  broadcasting  technologies  such  as 
satellite  and  cable  TV,  telecommunications 
technology,  use  of  computers,  new  tele- 
phonic communication; 

•  The  legal,  pedagogical,  cultural 
and  social  implications  of  current  and  fu- 
ture developments  in  the  field  of 
communication; 

•  Role  of  journalists  in  the  context  of 
such  developments: 

•  Questions  of  copyright  of  jour- 
nalists, commercial  aspects. 
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Agenda,  Timetable  and  Other 
Organizational  Modalities  of  the 
Symposium  on  the  Cultural  Heritage 

I.  AGENDA 

1.  Formal  opening  of  the  Symposium.  Ad- 
dress by  a  representative  of  the  host 
country. 

2.  Introductory  statements  by  repre- 
sentatives of  the  participating  States;  con- 
tribution by  UNESCO. 


3.  Discussion  of  common  features  of 
the  cultural  heritage  of  the  peoples  of  the 
participating  States,  with  due  attention  to 
the  originality  and  diversity  of  their  re- 
spective cultures;  consideration  of: 

(a)  scope  and  measures  necessary  for 
increasing  awareness  and  expanding  mu- 
tual knowledge  of  this  heritage; 

(b)  scope  for  improving,  inter  alia 
through  co-operation  and  joint  efforts,  the 
protection  and  preservation  of  this  heri- 
tage, including  historical,  cultural  and  re- 
ligious monuments  and  objects. 

In  dealing  with  these  items,  the  par- 
ticipants in  the  Symposium  will  review  the 
implementation  of  the  relevant  CSCE 
provisions  thus  facilitating  the  identifica- 
tion of  the  scope  for  further  action  in  these 
fields. 

4.  Closing  statements  and  summing  up 
of  the  results  of  the  Symposium. 

5.  Formal  closure  of  the  Symposium. 

II.  TIMETABLE  AND  OTHER 
ORGANIZATIONAL  MODALITIES 

1.  The  Symposium  will  open  on  Tuesday, 
28  May  1991  at  10.30  a.m.  in  Cracow.  It  will 
close  on  Friday,  7  June  1991. 

2.  All  Plenary  meetings  will  be  open. 

3.  Under  the  guidance  of  the  Plenary, 
Study  Group  A.  devoted  to  questions  re- 


ANNEX  IX 


lated  to  increasing  the  awareness  of  the 
cultural  heritage,  will  deal  with  Agenda 
item  3(a)  and  Study  Group  B,  devoted  to 
the  discussion  of  the  protection  and  preser- 
vation of  the  cultural  heritage,  will  deal 
with  Agenda  item  3(b). 

Under  Agenda  item  3(a)  Study  Group 
A  will  discuss  in  particular: 

•  sources  and  manifestations  of  the 
cultural  heritage  of  the  peoples  of  the  par- 
ticipating States,  including  its  contempo- 
rary aspects,  and  access  to  them; 

•  interrelationship  between  regional 
and  other  features  of  the  cultural  heritage; 

•  role  of  the  sciences  and 
humanities. 

Under  Agenda  item  3(b)  Study  Group 
B  will  discuss  in  particular: 

•  implementation  of  co-operation 
programmes; 

•  preservation  of  the  cultural  heri- 
tage, including  socio-economic  aspects,  and 
its  interrelationship  with  the  protection  of 
the  environment; 

•  use  of  modern  technical  methods 
and  means  in  the  preservation  of  the  cul- 
tural heritage  and  in  the  dissemination  of 
knowledge  about  it. 


WORK  PROGRAMME 

Cultural  Heritage 

28  May-7  June  1991 


Working  Hours:     10.30  a.m.-l  p.m. 
3  p.m. -6  p.m. 


1st  WEEK 

Monday 
27  May 

Tuesday 
28  May 

Wednesday 
29  May  ' 

Thursday 
30  May 

Friday 
31  May 

Morning 

PL 

PL 

SGB 

SGB 

Afternoon 

PL 

SGA 

SGA 

SGA 

2nd  WEEK 

Monday 

3  June 

Tuesday 
4  June 

Wednesday 
5  June 

Thursday 
6  June 

Friday 
7  June 

Morning 

PL 

SG  A 

SGA 

PL 

PL 

Afternoon 

SGB 

SGB 

SGB 

PL 
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Both  Study  Group  A 
will  further  deal  with: 


A  and  Study  Group 
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•  scope  for  expanding  contacts,  com- 
munications and  exchanges  of  information 
between  institutions,  experts  and  other  in- 
terested persons  in  the  field  of  culture; 

•  scope  for  creation,  dissemination 
and  co-operation. 

4.  The  first  one-and-a-half  days  of  the 
Symposium  will  be  devoted  to  Plenary 
meetings  on  Agenda  items  1,  2  and  3.  In- 
troductory statements,  as  a  rule,  should 
not  exceed  20  minutes  per  delegation  and 
will  be  held  in  the  following  order:  Poland, 
Spain,  Norway,  Hungary,  the  Federal  Re- 
public of  Germany,  San  Marino,  Portugal, 
Turkey,  Ireland,  Bulgaria,  Austria,  Mon- 
aco, Yugoslavia,  Malta,  Denmark,  the 
United  Kingdom,  Belgium,  Canada, 
Switzerland,  Cyprus,  France,  the  Holy 
See,  Romania,  Liechtenstein,  Italy,  the 
Netherlands,  the  German  Democratic  Re- 
public, Finland,  Greece,  Luxembourg, 
Sweden,  Iceland,  Czechoslovakia,  the 
Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics,  the 
United  States  of  America. 

The  last  one-and-a-half  days  will  be  de- 
voted to  Plenary  meetings  on  Agenda 
items  3,  4  and  5. 

The  Symposium  will  proceed  according 
to  the  attached  work  programme. 

5.  The  Chair  at  the  opening  and  clos- 
ing meetings  will  be  taken  by  a  represen- 
tative of  the  host  country.  After  the 
opening  Plenary  meeting,  the  Chair  at  the 
Plenary  meetings  will  be  taken  in  daily  ro- 
tation, in  French  alphabetical  order,  start- 
ing with  a  representative  of  Bulgaria. 

The  Chair  at  the  opening  session  of  the 
two  Study  Groups  will  be  taken  by  a  repre- 
sentative of  the  host  country.  Selection  of 
the  next  Chairman  of  each  Study  Group 
will  be  by  lot.  The  Chair  will  then  be  taken 
in  daily  rotation,  in  French  alphabetical 
order. 

6.  In  conformity  with  paragraph  74  of 
the  Final  Recommendations  of  the  Helsinki 
Consultations,  the  Government  of  Poland 
will  designate  an  Executive  Secretary.  This 
designation  will  be  subject  to  agreement 
by  the  participating  States.  The  services  of 
a  technical  secretariat  will  be  provided  by 
the  host  country. 

7.  Contributions  on  the  subjects  for 
consideration  in  one  or  more  of  the  work- 
ing languages  of  the  CSCE  may  be  sent 
through  the  proper  channels — preferably 
not  later  than  three  months  before  the 
opening  of  the  Symposium — to  the  Execu- 
tive Secretary,  who  will  circulate  them  to 
the  other  participating  States  and  to 
UNESCO. 

X.  If  the  Symposium  does  not  reach 
any  agreed  conclusions,  projects  and  pro- 
posals submitted  to  it  will  be  forwarded  by 
the  government  of  the  host  country  to  the 
next  Follow-up  Meeting. 

9.  The  other  rules  of  procedure,  the 
working  methods  and  the  scale  of  distribu- 
tion for  the  expenses  of  the  CSCE  will, 
mutatis  mutandis,  be  applied  to  the 
Symposium. 


Agenda,  Timetable  and  Other 
Organizational  Modalities  of  the 
Meetings  of  the  Conference  on  the 
Human  Dimension  of  the  CSCE 


I.  AGENDA 

1.  Formal  opening.  Address  by  a  represen- 
tative of  the  host  country. 

2.  Opening  statements  by  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  participating  States. 

3.  Exchange  of  views  on  the  situation 
in  the  participating  States  with  regard  to 
respect  for  all  human  rights  and  fundamen- 
tal freedoms,  human  contacts  and  other  is- 
sues of  a  related  humanitarian  character, 
including  the  implementation  of  relevant 
CSCE  commitments. 

4.  Evaluation  of  the  functioning  of  the 
procedures  described  in  paragraphs  1  to  4 
and  discussion  of  the  information  provided 
according  to  paragraph  4  of  the  section 
dealing  with  the  human  dimension  of  the 
CSCE  in  the  present  Concluding 
Document. 

5.  Presentation  and  consideration  of 
practical  proposals  for  new  measures  aimed 
at  improving  implementation  of  commit- 
ments and  co-operation  in  the  human  di- 
mension of  the  CSCE  and  at  enhancing  the 
effectiveness  of  the  above-mentioned 
procedures. 

6.  Closing  statements  by  the  represen- 
tatives of  the  participating  States. 

7.  Formal  closure  of  the  Meeting. 


II.  TIMETABLE  AND  OTHER 
ORGANIZATIONAL  MODALITIES 

1.  The  first  Meeting  of  the  Conference  will 
open  on  30  May  1989  at  10.30  a.m.  in  Paris. 
It  will  close  on  23  June  1989. 

The  second  Meeting  of  the  Conference 
will  open  on  5  June  1990  at  10.30  a.m.  in 
Copenhagen.  It  will  close  on  29  June  1990. 

The  third  Meeting  of  the  Conference 
will  open  on  10  September  1991  at  10.30 
a.m.  in  Moscow.  It  will  close  on  4  October 
1991. 

2.  Agenda  items  1,  2,  3,  6  and  7  will  be 
dealt  with  in  Plenary  meetings. 

3.  Agenda  items  4  and  5  will  be  dealt 
with  in  Plenary  meetings  and  in  Subsidiary 
Working  Bodies: 

•  Agenda  item  4  will  be  dealt  with  in 
Subsidiary  Working  Body  A; 

•  Agenda  item  5  will  be  dealt  with  in 
Subsidiary  Working  Body  B. 

4.  The  meetings  of  the  Plenary  will  be 
open  unless  otherwise  decided.  The  meet- 
ings of  the  Subsidiary  Working  Bodies  will 
be  closed. 

5.  If  it  so  decides  in  the  Plenary,  each 
Meeting  may,  on  the  basis  of  proposals  in- 
troduced, consider  elaborating  and  adopt- 
ing new  measures  to  be  implemented  upon 
closure  of  that  Meeting. 


6.  The  Chair  at  the  opening  and  clos- 
ing Plenary  meetings  of  each  Meeting  of 
the  Conference  will  be  taken  by  a  repre- 
sentative of  the  host  country.  At  the  other 
Plenary  meetings  the  Chair  will  be  taken 
in  daily  rotation,  in  French  alphabetical 
order,  starting  at  the  first  Meeting  with  a 
represenative  of  the  Netherlands  and  con- 
tinuing at  the  two  subsequent  Meetings  of 
the  Conference. 

7.  Opening  statements  under  Agenda 
item  2  will  be  made  in  the  following  order: 

•  at  the  first  Meeting:  Liechtenstein, 
France,  the  German  Democratic  Republic, 
Norway,  Italy,  Malta,  the  Netherlands, 
Belgium,  Switzerland,  Bulgaria,  Cyprus, 
the  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics,  Po- 
land, Portugal,  Turkey,  Denmark,  Iceland, 
Hungary,  the  Federal  Republic  of  Ger- 
many, Czechoslovakia,  Spain,  Sweden, 
Ireland,  the  Holy  See,  Yugoslavia, 
Finland,  Austria,  Monaco,  Canada,  the 
United  Kingdom,  Romania,  Greece,  the 
United  States  of  America,  Luxembourg, 
San  Marino; 

•  at  the  second  Meeting:  San  Marino, 
Greece,  Monaco,  the  Union  of  Soviet  So- 
cialist Republics,  Yugoslavia,  Czechoslo- 
vakia, Belgium,  Turkey,  Bulgaria,  Cyprus, 
Switzerland,  Iceland,  the  Netherlands, 
Finland,  Luxembourg,  Poland,  Hungary, 
the  United  States  of  America,  Canada, 
Norway,  Portugal,  Malta,  Ireland,  the 
Holy  See,  Spain,  France,  Sweden,  the  Ger- 
man Democratic  Republic,  Romania,  Italy, 
the  United  Kingdom,  Denmark,  Austria, 
the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany, 
Liechtenstein; 

•  at  the  third  Meeting:  Luxembourg, 
Greece,  Canada,  Belgium,  San  Marino,  the 
Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics,  Hun- 
gary, Iceland,  the  German  Democratic  Re- 
public, Ireland,  Bulgaria,  Yugoslavia,  the 
United  Kingdom,  the  Netherlands,  Den- 
mark, Malta,  Sweden,  Monaco,  Czechoslo- 
vakia, Portugal,  Poland,  Austria,  Cyprus, 
Switzerland,  the  Holy  See,  the  United 
States  of  America,  Spain,  Italy,  Liechtens- 
tein, France,  the  Federal  Republic  of  Ger- 
many, Turkey,  Finland,  Romania,  Norway. 

The  statements,  as  a  rule,  should  not 
exceed  20  minutes  per  speaker. 

8.  In  conformity  with  paragraph  74  of 
the  Final  Recommendations  of  the  Helsinki 
Consulations,  the  Governments  of  France, 
Denmark  and  the  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist 
Republics  will  designate  the  Executive 
Secretary  of  the  respective  Meeting.  This 
designation  will  be  subject  to  agreement 
by  the  participating  States. 

9.  The  other  rules  of  procedure,  the 
working  methods  and  the  scale  of  distribu- 
tion of  expenses  of  the  CSCE  will,  mutatis 
mutandis,  be  applied  to  the  Meetings  of 
the  Conference. 
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Work  Programme  for  the  First  Meeting 
of  the  Conference  on  the  Human 
Dimension  of  the  CSCE 

•  From  30  to  31  May  1989,  the  Ple- 
nary will  deal  with  Agenda  items  1  and  2. 

•  From  1  June  1989,  the  Plenary  will 
deal  with  Agenda  items  3  and  4. 

•  From  12  June  1989,  the  Plenary 
will  deal  with  Agenda  item  5. 

•  From  22  to  23  June  1989,  the  Ple- 
nary will  deal  with  Agenda  items  6  and  7. 

•  From  6  to  14  June  1989,  Subsidiary 
Working  Body  A  will  deal  with  Agenda 
item  4. 

•  From  13  to  21  June  1989,  Subsidi- 
ary Working  Body  B  will  deal  with  Agenda 
item  5. 
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WORK  PROGRAMME 

Conference  on  the  Human  Dimension — First  Meeting 

30  May-23  June  1989 


Working  Hours:     10.30  a.m.-l  p.m. 
3  p.m. -6  p.m. 


1st  WEEK 

Monday 
29  May 

Tuesday 
30  May 

Wednesday 
31  May 

Thursday 
1  June 

Friday 
2  June 

Morning 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

Afternoon 

PL 

PL 

PL 

2nd  WEEK 

Monday 
5  June 

Tuesday 
6  June 

Wednesday 
7  June 

Thursday 

8  June 

Friday 
9  June 

Morning 

SWBA 

SWBA 

SWBA 

PL 

Afternoon 

PL 

SWB  A 

SWBA 

SWBA 

3rd  WEEK 

Monday 
12  June 

Tuesday 
13  June 

Wednesday 
14  June 

Thursday- 
lS  June 

Friday 
16  June 

Morning 

SWBA 

SWBA 

SWBB 

PL 

Afternoon 

PL 

SWBB 

SWBB 

SWBB 

4th  WEEK 

Monday 
19  June 

Tuesday 
20  June 

Wednesday 
21  June  ' 

Thursday 
22  June 

Friday 
23  June 

Morning 

SWBB 

SWBB 

PL 

PL 

Afternoon 

PL 

SWBB 

SWBB 

PL 
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Work  Programme  for  the  Second  Meeting 
of  the  Conference  on  the  Human 
Dimension  of  the  CSCE 

•  From  5  to  6  June  1990,  the  Plenary 
will  deal  with  Agenda  items  1  and  2. 

•  From  7  June  1990,  the  Plenary  will 
deal  with  Agenda  items  3  and  4. 

•  From  18  June  1990,  the  Plenary 
will  deal  with  Agenda  item  5. 

•  From  28  to  29  June  1990,  the  Ple- 
nary will  deal  with  Agenda  items  6  and  7. 

•  From  12  to  20  June  1990,  Subsidi- 
ary Working  Body  A  will  deal  with  Agenda 
item  4. 

•  From  19  to  27  June  1990,  Subsidi- 
ary Working  Body  B  will  deal  with  Agenda 
item  5. 
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WORK  PROGRAMME 

Conference  on  the  Human  Dimension — Second  Meeting 

5-29  June  1990 


Working  Hours:    10.30  a.m.-l  p.m. 
3  p.m. -6  p.m. 


1st  WEEK 

Monday 
4  June 

Tuesday 
5  June 

Wednesday 
6  June 

Thursday 
7  June 

Friday 
8  June 

Morning 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

Afternoon 

PL 

PL 

PL 

2nd  WEEK 

Monday 
11  June 

Tuesday 
12  June 

Wednesday 
13  June 

Thursday 
14  June 

Friday 
15  June 

Morning 

SWB  A 

SWB  A 

SWB  A 

PL 

Afternoon 

PL 

SWB  A 

SWB  A 

SWB  A 

3rd  WEEK 

Monday 
18  June 

Tuesday 
19  June 

Wednesday 
20  June ' 

Thursday 
21  June 

Friday 
22  June 

Morning 

SWB  A 

SWB  A 

SWBB 

PL 

Afternoon 

PL 

SWBB 

SWBB 

SWBB 

4th  WEEK 

Monday 
25  June 

Tuesday 
26  June 

Wednesday 
27  June 

Thursday 
28  June 

Friday 
29  June 

Morning 

SWBB 

SWBB 

PL 

PL 

Afternoon 

PL 

SWBB 

SWBB 

PL 
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Work  Programme  for  the  Third  Meeting 
of  the  Conference  on  the  Human 
Dimension  of  the  CSCE 

•  From  10  to  11  September  1991,  the 
Plenary  will  deal  with  Agenda  items  1 
and  2. 

•  From  12  September  1991,  the  Ple- 
nary will  deal  with  Agenda  items  3  and  4. 

•  From  23  September  1991,  the  Ple- 
nary will  deal  with  Agenda  item  5. 

•  From  3  to  4  October  1991,  the  Ple- 
nary will  deal  with  Agenda  items  6 

and  7. 

•  From  17  to  25  September  1991, 
Subsidiary  Working  Body  A  will  deal  with 
Agenda  item  4. 

•  From  24  September  to  2  October 
1991,  Subsidiary  Working  Body  B  will  deal 
with  Agenda  item  5. 
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WORK  PROGRAMME 

Conference  on  the  Human  Dimension — Third  Meeting 

10  September-4  October  1991 


Working  Hours:     10.30  a.m.-l  p.m. 
3  p.m. -6  p.m. 


1st  WEEK 

Monday 
9  September 

Tuesday 
10  September 

Wednesday 
11  September 

Thursday 
12  September 

Friday 
13  September 

Morning 

PL 

PL 

PL 

PL 

Afternoon 

PL 

PL 

PL 

2nd  WEEK 

Monday 
16  September 

Tuesday 
17  September 

Wednesday 
18  September 

Thursday 
19  September 

Friday 
20  September 

Morning 

SWB  A 

SWB  A 

SWB  A 

PL 

Afternoon 

PL 

SWB  A 

SWB  A 

SWB  A 

3rd  WEEK 

Monday 
23  September 

Tuesday 
24  September 

Wednesday 
25  September 

Thursday 
26  September 

Friday 

27  September 

Morning 

SWB  A 

SWB  A 

SWBB 

PL 

Afternoon 

PL 

SWBB 

SWBB 

SWBB 

4th  WEEK 

Monday 
30  September 

Tuesday 
1  October 

Wednesday 
2  October 

Thursday 
3  October 

Friday 
4  October 

Morning 

SWBB 

SWBB 

PL 

PL 

Afternoon 

PL 

SWBB 

SWBB 

PL 
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Chairman's  Statement 


ON  THE  OPENNESS  AND  ACCESS  TO 
THE  CSCE  FOLLOW-UP  MEETINGS 
MENTIONED  IN  THE  VIENNA 
CONCLUDING  DOCUMENT 

The  practices  of  openness  and  access  to 
CSCE  meetings  based  on  the  relevant 
provisions  of  the  Final  Act  and  applied  by 
host  countries,  have  evolved  in  a  positive 
way.  These  practices  relate,  inter  alia,  to 
access  to  the  host  State,  to  the  venue  and 
to  open  sessions  of  CSCE  meetings  for  rep- 
resentatives of  the  media,  representatives 
of  non-governmental  organizations  or  re- 
ligious groups  and  private  individuals,  both 
nationals  and  foreigners;  unimpeded  con- 
tacts between  delegates  or  visitors  and  cit- 
izens of  the  host  State;  respect  for  CSCE- 
related  activities,  including  the  holding  of 
peaceful  gatherings;  and  for  the  freedom  of 
journalists  to  report  without  hindrance  as 
well  as  to  pursue  their  professional  activity 
in  conformity  with  CSCE  commitments.  In 
the  light  of  that  experience,  all  participat- 
ing States  understand  that  governments  of 
host  countries  for  the  CSCE  Follow-up 
Meeting  mentioned  in  the  Vienna  Conclud- 
ing Document  will  follow  and  build  upon 
these  practices  as  they  were  most  recently 
applied  at  the  Vienna  Meeting. 


SECRETARY'S  ADDRESS, 
JAN.  17,  19894 

Today,  the  Vienna  conference  is  added 
to  the  series  of  meetings  that  began 
with  Helsinki.  At  Helsinki  our  govern- 
ments first  pledged  to  honor  commit- 
ments to  each  other  and  toward  our 
peoples — commitments  aimed  at  creat- 
ing an  ever  more  free,  prosperous,  and 
secure  Europe.  Fortunately  for  us  all, 
our  citizens — through  times  of  tension, 
discord,  and  disappointment — have  held 
fast  to  the  brighter  vision  of  the  future 
promised  in  Helsinki.  And  by  doing  so, 
they  have  turned  that  promise  into  a 
positive  force  for  change.  This  process 
has  helped  to  shape  Europe's  future. 

The  document  that  we  have 
adopted  here  in  Vienna  gives  the  most 
complete  expression  to  date  of  the  prin- 
ciples set  forth  in  Helsinki.  It  adds  a 
new  dimension  to  what  President  Rea- 
gan called  in  his  speech  in  Finlandia 
Hall  last  spring  "a  map  through  the 
wilderness  of  mutual  hostility."  Yet 
there  is  still  a  great  distance  to  go. 
CSCE  can  succeed  only  if  we  deal  with 
the  realities  that  have  brought  us  to 
Helsinki  and  Belgrade  and  Madrid  and 
Vienna. 

We  are  still  living  with  the  legacy 
of  the  cold  war.  It  was  no  mirage.  It 
was  the  product  of  attempts  to  impose 
political  systems  on  the  peoples  of 
Eastern  Europe  by  force;  to  close  bor- 
ders; to  close  economies;  to  restrict  the 
flow  of  information;  to  deny  freedom  of 
choice.  The  results  of  these  policies  are 
still  with  us:  the  social  and  political  di- 
vision of  Europe,  the  militarization  of 
East-West  relations,  the  pursuit  of  two 
dramatically  different  economic  models, 
and  the  emergence  of  two  fundamen- 
tally distinct  kinds  of  political  and  so- 
cial organization — one  in  which  the 
citizen  is  dominated  by  the  state,  the 
other  in  which  the  citizen  defines  and 
guides  state  power. 

Yet  the  world  is  entering  a  period 
of  great  promise,  one  in  which  we  can 
lessen  the  dangers  of  war  through  an 
end  to  expansionism  and  by  processes 
of  arms  reduction  and  control;  one  of 
opportunity  for  those  countries  pre- 
pared to  support  and  expand  an  open 
international  economic  system;  one  in 
which  international  cooperation  is  es- 
sential to  tackle  common  threats,  such 
as  the  spread  of  chemical  weapons,  ter- 
rorism, and  narcotics  trafficking.  And 


most  important,  we  are  entering  a  pe- 
riod in  which  respect  for  human  rights 
is  gaining  ground — in  which  it  is  be- 
coming clear  to  all  that  the  preemi- 
nence of  the  individual  and  respect  for 
his  fundamental  freedoms  are  the  hall- 
marks of  successful  societies. 

Vienna's  Legacy  of  Openness 

The  way  forward  in  East-West  relations 
is  through  deeds  not  words,  perform- 
ance not  promises.  That  is  why  from 
the  outset,  the  United  States  has 
stressed  in  CSCE  the  central  impor- 
tance of  implementation.  And  if  the  im- 
plementation is  at  the  heart  of  the 
whole  Helsinki  process,  then  openness 
is  its  lifeblood. 

The  European  Continent,  across  its 
length  and  breadth,  is  much  more  open 
today  than  it  was  when  we  first  as- 
sembled in  Vienna  in  November  1986. 
In  the  2  years  of  the  Vienna  meeting, 
the  picture  in  the  Soviet  Union  and 
some  countries  of  Eastern  Europe  has 
brightened  in  significant  respects.  But 
dark  areas  remain  where  the  light  of 
openness  has  yet  to  reach. 

•  The  jamming  of  radio  broadcasts 
has  stopped.  Now  all  of  our  citizens  can 
hear  competing  views  and  decide  for 
themselves  what  is  the  truth.  Our  con- 
cluding document  commits  all  to  the 
continued  openness  of  the  airwaves. 
Why  not  now  go  further  and  dismantle 
all  existing  jamming  devices? 

•  In  the  Soviet  Union,  the  prison 
gates  have  opened  for  more  than  600 
prisoners  of  conscience,  including  the 
remaining  Helsinki  monitors;  minor- 
ities, dissidents,  and  religious  believers 
are  freer  to  assert  their  rights  and  in 
some  cases  are  gaining  ground.  Yet 
others  continue  to  suffer  repression  or 
remain  unjustly  imprisoned  for  acting 
upon  their  rights.  We  cannot  forget 
them. 

•  There  is  new  openness  in  the 
greater  freedom  of  expression  and  as- 
sembly in  countries  where  these  basic 
rights  have  been  denied.  We  welcome 
progress  to  date  in  Hungary,  Poland, 
and  the  Soviet  Union  and  hope  to  see 
more.  Yet  we  regret  the  timidity  of  the 
German  Democratic  Republic,  Ro- 
mania, Bulgaria,  and  Czechoslovakia  in 
not  taking  similar  steps. 
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•  Only  Sunday,  but  1  hour  after  the 
adoption  of  the  Vienna  concluding  docu- 
ment and  in  direct  violation  of  the  com- 
mitments just  solemnly  given  by  the 
Government  of  Czechoslovakia,  riot  po- 
lice trained  rubber  truncheons,  tear 
gas,  and  water  cannon  on  participants 
in  peaceful  demonstrations  in  Prague. 
Reportedly,  91  demonstrators  were 
detained. 

And  the  same  day — the  day  the 
Vienna  concluding  document  was 
adopted — we  were  told  the  authorities 
of  the  German  Democratic  Republic  de- 
tained 190  human  rights  activists  dem- 
onstrating in  Leipzig.  As  in  Prague, 
most  appear  to  have  been  released,  but 
late  last  night  some  remained  in  cus- 
tody— in  glaring  contradiction  to  the 
solemn  international  commitment  being 
made  at  almost  the  same  hour. 

•  In  Romania  the  economic  and  so- 
cial conditions  as  well  as  the  political 
and  civil  rights  of  all  citizens  are  being 
eroded  at  a  discouraging  rate.  And  in 
both  Romania  and  Bulgaria,  minorities 
have  been  particularly  hard  hit  by  gov- 
ernment policies  of  recent  years. 

•  There  is  greater  openness  in  the 
freer  movement  of  peoples.  Last  year 
more  than  7  million  East  Germans  vis- 
ited the  West,  and  more  than  5  million 
West  Germans  visited  the  German 
Democratic  Republic — record  numbers 
in  both  directions.  Moreover  last  year, 
according  to  the  information  we  now 
have,  approximately  77,000  people 
emigrated  from  the  Soviet  Union, 

and  many  more — including  Andrey 
Sakharov — were  allowed  to  visit 
abroad.  Yet  we  still  look  for  full  recog- 
nition of  the  right  to  freedom  of  move- 
ment throughout  the  Eastern  signatory 
states. 

•  Full  implementation  of  the  com- 
mitments we  have  made  to  guarantee 
the  right  of  everyone  "to  leave  his  coun- 
try" will  lead  to  a  more  open  Europe  in 
the  years  ahead.  We  have  agreed  here 
to  reasonable  time  limits  on  decisions 
on  applications  for  foreign  travel.  And 
the  signatory  states  have  agreed  to  re- 
duce the  frequency  and  capriciousness 
of  refusing  travel  on  security  grounds. 

•  We  expect  greater  openness  to  be 
encouraged  by  implementation  of  the 
Vienna  commitments  regarding  the 
"rapid  and  unhindered"  delivery  of  mail 
as  well  as  those  concerning  respect  for 
the  privacy  and  integrity  of  postal  and 
telephone  communications. 


•  And  the  openness  of  the  Vienna 
meeting  itself — a  tribute  to  our  Aus- 
trian hosts  as  well  as  to  the  CSCE 
process — has  been  set  as  the  precedent 
for  the  conduct  of  future  meetings.  The 
Vienna  document  commits  all  host 
countries — France,  Denmark,  the  So- 
viet Union,  Malta,  Poland,  the  United 
Kingdom,  Spain,  Bulgaria,  Austria, 
the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany,  Fin- 
land— to  provide  access  for  foreign 
journalists,  nongovernmental  organiza- 
tions, and  individuals  and  to  allow  their 
own  citizens  unimpeded  contacts  with 
delegates  and  visitors. 

In  sum  the  steadfast  call  for  com- 
pliance and  openness  that  we  sounded 
so  clearly  and  strongly  here  in  Vienna 
has  accelerated  and  consolidated 
changes  for  the  better,  changes  that 
will  tangibly  affect  the  daily  lives  of 
millions  of  people — their  hopes,  their 
rights,  their  future.  The  Vienna  con- 
cluding document,  which  each  of  our 
governments  has  committed  itself  to 
publish  in  its  entirety,  can  be  an  engine 
for  continuing  change,  as,  indeed,  was 
the  Helsinki  Final  Act. 

A  Beginning,  Not  an  End 

Thus,  the  Vienna  meeting  marks  not 
the  end  of  our  journey  from  Helsinki 
but  a  new  beginning.  The  great  Ameri- 
can poet  Robert  Frost  could  just  as 
well  have  been  describing  the  scenery 
around  Vienna  as  his  native  New 
England: 

The  woods  are  lovely,  dark  and  deep, 
but  we  have  promises  to  keep, 
and  miles  to  go  before  we  sleep, 
and  miles  to  go  before  we  sleep. 

We  have  a  long  way  to  go  to 
achieve  real  peace  in  Europe — a  lasting 
peace  based  on  the  rights  of  man,  the 
rule  of  law,  and  the  integrity  of  free 
and  self-determining  states.  It  is  a  chal- 
lenge to  us  to  go  that  distance.  What 
we  have  done  here  in  Vienna  shows  that 
we  want  and  intend  to  meet  that  chal- 
lenge. The  comprehensive  human  rights 
agenda  recognized  at  Vienna  is  a  major 
aspect  of  our  new  beginning. 

Vienna  marks  another  new  begin- 
ning as  well — the  beginning  of  major 
conventional  arms  control  negotiations. 
In  a  few  weeks,  the  35-nation  follow-on 
negotiation  on  confidence-  and  security- 
building  measures  will  extend  the  work 
of  the  Stockholm  conference,  which  pi- 
oneered the  concept  of  openness  in  the 


military  sphere.  Also  23  of  our  states 
will  launch  an  autonomous  negotiation 
in  the  framework  of  the  CSCE  process 
aimed  at  achieving  stability  in  conven- 
tional armed  forces  in  Europe. 

Between  Vienna  and  Helsinki  in 
1992,  there  will  be  a  number  of  meet- 
ings which  can  illuminate  areas  of  East- 
West  cooperation — or  continuing  diffi- 
culty: information,  economics,  the  envi- 
ronment, the  Mediterranean,  culture, 
peaceful  settlement  of  disputes,  and — 
most  important — human  rights.  The 
Vienna  meeting  has  created  a  mecha- 
nism permitting  any  country  to  raise 
any  human  rights  issue  with  any  other 
country  at  any  time.  This  mechanism, 
coupled  with  the  Paris,  Copenhagen, 
and  Moscow  meetings,  will  give  us  a 
continuous  process  of  human  rights 
review. 

Moreover,  the  Helsinki  process  will 
continue  to  play  an  important  part  in 
reflecting  and  shaping  the  European 
condition.  Individual  initiative,  inge- 
nuity, the  free  flow  of  information, 
ideas,  and  people  are  the  qualities  that 
best  equip  nations  to  meet  the  chal- 
lenges and  opportunities  of  the  future. 
These  are  the  ideals  of  the  Helsinki  Fi- 
nal Act.  The  success  of  the  Helsinki 
process  will  be  measured  by  how  well 
those  ideals  are  woven  into  the  fabric 
of  international  life. 

We  are  already  witnessing  move- 
ment in  the  right  direction.  Today, 
we  find  broader  acceptance  of  the  prop- 
osition that  in  our  increasingly  interde- 
pendent world,  national  security  cannot 
be  fully  measured  or  even  really 
achieved  through  military  means  alone. 
Military  might  can  secure  a  kind  of 
peace,  but  it  is  peace  without  peace 
of  mind.  And  overwhelming  military 
strength  brings  no  lasting  security  if  it 
comes  at  the  terrible  expense  of  inter- 
national tension  and  great  cost  to  na- 
tional growth.  Only  weeks  ago,  we 
heard  President  Gorbachev  say  at  the 
United  Nations  that  "one-sided  reliance 
on  military  power  ultimately  weakens 
other  components  of  national  security." 

Moreover,  the  realization  has  in- 
creasingly dawned  that  the  freeing  of 
market  forces  and  human  creativity  is 
the  real  basis  for  sustained  prosperity 
and  national  success.  Our  own  confi- 
dence in  the  vitality  of  free  societies 
and  open  markets  is  strong  and  firmly 
based  on  our  own  experience  and  our 
observation  of  the  experience  of  others. 
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The  Continuing  Challenge 
of  Compliance 

I  came  to  Europe  for  the  first  time  as 
Secretary  of  State  more  than  6  years 
ago.  I  came  as  a  friend  of  Europe,  a 
believer  in  the  greatness  of  Europe.  I 
will  go  home  to  California  after  this, 
my  final  official  visit,  more  convinced 
than  ever  of  that  view. 

Sons  and  daughters  of  Europe 
founded  my  country  and  built  a  society 
on  ideas  derived  from  Locke,  Montes- 
quieu, and  Rousseau.  In  fact  America 
has  never  been  far  from  Europe,  and 
never  closer  than  we  are  today.  History, 
language,  and  traditions  form  a  com- 
mon strand — a  strand  that  links  every 
country  here  to  all  the  rest.  But,  above 
all,  it  is  the  power  of  the  democratic 
ideas — ideas  which  reverberated  on 
both  sides  of  the  Atlantic  200  years  ago 
and  turned  the  world  upside  down — 
that  continue  to  unite  our  peoples  and 
give  direction  to  Europe's  destiny. 

When  I  addressed  the  opening  ses- 
sion of  this  meeting  in  1986,  I  looked 
ahead  to  the  day  when  all  the  peoples 
in  the  CSCE  community  would  share  in 
a  spirit  of  openness  and  creativity — the 
day  when  we  all  could  participate  in  a 
release  of  intellectual  and  social  energy. 
Through  the  work  of  this  meeting,  I 
believe  that  we  have  come  closer  to  the 
day  I  described — not  through  the  mere 
passage  of  time  but  because  we  have 
narrowed  the  distance  between  promise 
and  performance,  word  and  deed.  But  a 
great  distance  still  remains  to  be 
bridged. 

I  would  recall  again  for  you  the  fa- 
mous words  of  Pushkin,  who  wrote  that 
in  1703  Peter  the  Great  "broke  a  win- 
dow through  to  Europe."  This  image 
fits  the  work  of  Vienna.  The  Helsinki 
process  has  helped  to  open  windows 
and  doors  of  understanding  and  helpful 
lines  of  communication.  And,  for  many 
men  and  women,  it  has  helped  to  open 
the  gates  of  freedom.  We  must  keep 
this  process  of  openness  going  in  both 
directions.  We  know  that  many  more 
barriers  between  East  and  West  have 
yet  to  be  broken  through — whether 
they  be  physical  barriers  like  the 
Berlin  Wall,  inflexible  economic  sys- 
tems, daunting  bureaucratic  impedi- 
ments to  freedom  of  movement  and 
expression,  or  rigid  habits  of  thinking. 

May  I  leave  you  with  a  personal 
thought  about  CSCE?  During  my  ten- 
ure as  Secretary  of  State,  I  have  come 
to  these  meetings  and  have  met  with 
colleagues  on  their  periphery.  And 
wherever  else  I  have  gone — to  the 


United  Nations  or  elsewhere  in  the 
world,  not  just  Europe — I  have  rubbed 
elbows  with  people  who  in  one  way  or 
another  are  involved  and  interested  in 
this  process.  Those  with  whom  I  have 
met  did  not  always  share  my  country's 
views  on  the  issues  of  the  day.  Often, 
absent  the  tie  with  CSCE,  there  would 
have  been  no  occasion  for  us  to  meet  in 
the  first  place.  Nor  would  there  have 
been  much  common  ground  on  which  to 
base  a  discussion.  Yet  CSCE  provided 
that  first  link  that  eased  the  conversa- 
tion along. 

This  certainly  was  the  case  when 
[Soviet]  Foreign  Minister  Shevardnadze 
and  I  met  for  the  first  time.  As  you 
may  remember,  we  got  acquainted  dur- 
ing the  Helsinki  10th  anniversary  com- 
memoration. My  wife  and  I  decided  we 
must  get  to  know  the  Shevardnadzes  as 
human  beings,  whatever  our  political 
differences  might  be.  They  must  have 
taken  the  same  view.  We  have  done  so, 
and  each  have  met  the  other's  children 
and  grandchildren — in  other  words,  our 
common  future.  This  human  contact  is 
in  many  respects  the  very  essence  of 
the  CSCE  process.  So  CSCE  helped  us 
to  get  the  ball  rolling  and  get  down  to 
constructive  work.  Since  that  day,  we 
haven't  always  agreed,  but  we  have  al- 
ways engaged.  I  am  sure  that  all  of  you 
here  have  had  similar  experiences.  And 
I  believe  that  the  opportunities  CSCE 
offers  for  that  unique  kind  of  human 
contact  is  another  important  reason 
why  this  process  is  so  useful. 

During  the  course  of  the  Vienna 
meeting,  the  people  and  Government  of 
Austria  have  given  us  all  many  reasons 
to  feel  welcome.  Their  hospitality  has 
afforded  us  many  opportunities  to  work 
together  and  get  to  know  one  another 
in  an  atmosphere  of  special  warmth.  On 
behalf  of  the  American  people  and 
President  Reagan,  I  wish  to  thank  the 
people  and  Government  of  Austria  most 
sincerely. 

Now,  as  we  face  the  new  challenges 
we  have  set  for  ourselves  in  Vienna,  my 
government  is  in  a  period  of  democratic 
transition  and  renewal.  Yet  I  can  as- 
sure you  all  here  today  that  President- 
elect Bush,  his  government,  and  the 
American  people  will  be  playing  an  ac- 
tive and  constructive  role  in  this  proc- 
ess in  the  years  ahead.  As  we  have 
from  the  beginning,  the  United  States 
will  continue  to  work  for  the  day  when 
at  last  that  great  objective  of  the 
Helsinki  process  is  realized — the  clay 
when  Europe  is  free,  secure,  open, 
and  whole. 


SECRETARY'S 

NEWS  CONFERENCE, 
JAN.  17,  19895 

Q.  Would  you  tell  us,  please,  about 
your  meeting  with  German  Foreign 
Minister  Genscher,  particularly 
whether  you  had  anything  to  say 
about  the  way  the  Germans  have 
slowly  admitted  what  they  seem  to 
have  known  a  long  time  ago  about  the 
Libyan  chemical  weapons  plant? 

A.  That  subject  didn't  come  up 
in  our  conversation.  We  talked  about 
other  things,  so  I  don't  have  any 
comment  on  that. 

Q.  Do  you  think  there  can  be  any 
real  freedom  here  in  Europe  so  long 
as  the  Berlin  Wall  exists,  and  do  you 
see  any  progress  toward  getting  it 
removed? 

A.  There  has  been  tremendous 
progress  in  Europe,  but  the  Berlin  Wall 
remains  the  symbol  of  the  division  of 
Europe,  an  inhumane  structure  and 
something  that  functionally  separates 
people.  In  the  end,  that's  the  sort  of 
thing  that  has  to  come  down.  Never- 
theless, though  it's  still  there,  great 
progress  has  been  made,  and  I  tried  to 
detail  that  in  my  talk  just  now. 

Q.  Concerning  the  U.S.  decision 
to  agree  to  a  Moscow  follow-up  meet- 
ing in  1991,  could  you  tell  us  first  of 
all,  under  what  circumstances,  if  any, 
the  United  States  should  consider  not 
going  in  1991,  and  secondly,  whether 
in  the  course  of  making  the  decision, 
if  you  agreed  to  it,  have  you  consulted 
with  members  of  the  new  Washington 
Administration  and  obtained  their 
viewpoints? 

A.  First  of  all,  on  the  decision  to 
agree  to  the  conference,  we  felt  the 
considerations  we  had  set  out  for  peo- 
ple to  look  at  had  been  well  taken  into 
account.  We  had  seen  performance,  and 
we  also  were  assured  of  continuing  per- 
formance; not  just  a  lack  of  rhetoric  but 
continuing  performance.  Of  course,  we 
will  be  watching  for  that,  and  we  think 
the  Moscow  human  rights  conference  is 
an  opportunity,  and  we  expect  to  go 
there,  and  we  expect  it  to  be  operated 
in  the  same  manner  as  all  the  other 
conferences. 

Nongovernmental  organizations,  in- 
dividuals, will  be  able  to  go,  and  they 
will  have  access,  Soviet  people  will  have 
access  to  them,  and  I  think  that's  a 
good  thing.  We  have  been  counseled 
[inaudible]  by  Mr.  Sakharov  [Soviet  dis- 
sident] to  take  this  view.  I  think  it  is  a 
good  decision,  obviously,  and  we  said 
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this  to  the  Soviet  Government.  If  there 
is  a  retrogression  of  some  sort  or  a  lack 
of  real  progress,  then  no  doubt  the 
American  Government  won't  send  a  del- 
egation. But  we  expect  to  go,  because 
we  expect  to  see  continued  progress. 

Q.  Did  you  consult  with  members 
of  the  Bush  Administration  [on  the 
Moscow  decision]? 

A.  We  tried  to  keep  them  posted 
on  all  these  things,  of  course,  but  Pres- 
ident-elect Bush  is  also  Vice  President 
Bush.  He's  a  member  of  this  Admin- 
istration, and  so  he  is  well  informed 
about  what  is  going  on,  but  I  don't 
want,  in  any  way,  to  seem  to  speak  for 
them. 

Q.  You  were  just  very  critical  of 
the  Prague  police  [for  recent 
crackdowns  on  demonstrators].  Does 
it  undermine  the  credibility,  in  your 
opinion,  of  the  Vienna  document  it- 
self for  them  to  have  behaved  the  way 
they  did  last  Sunday? 

A.  It  would  if  we  didn't  speak  up 
about  it.  And  the  whole  problem  here 
from  the  beginning  is  this:  Is  it  worth- 
while to  set  up  a  standard  and  get  peo- 
ple to  associate  themselves  with  it  by 
signing?  And  our  answer  to  that  ques- 
tion in  Helsinki  in  1975  was  "yes."  Our 
answer  in  Madrid  was  "yes."  Our  an- 
swer here  is  "yes."  Why?  Because  we 
think  you  put  that  standard  up  there, 
here's  the  performance;  there  has  been 
a  long  distance  between  the  diplomacy 
and  the  performance  and  now  you  have 
to  bring  that  reality  up  to  the  promise. 

If  you  measure  where  we  are  today 
with  where  we  were  in  1975,  I  think 
you  see  a  big  improvement.  In  fact,  I 
think  if  you  measure  where  we  are  to- 
day with  where  we  were  when  this  con- 
ference started,  you  see  a  big 
improvement.  But  you  also  see  that 
promise  is  still  way  ahead  of  reality, 
and  that's  what  we  have  to  keep  in 
mind  in  quoting  that  wonderful  poem 
by  Robert  Frost — "we  have  promises  to 
keep  and  miles  to  go  before  we  sleep". 
We  have  made  progress,  but  we  have  a 
long  distance  to  go  before  we  can  have 
the  kind  of  stable  and  secure  and  whole 
Europe  we  all  desire. 

Q.  You  said  you  had  discussed 
the  Libyan  plant  with  Foreign  Minis- 
ter Genscher.  From  what  you  could 
tell  us,  the  German  Government  has 
acknowledged  so  far  only  that  it  has 
seen  indications  of  West  German  com- 
panies' participation  in  building  this 


plant.  Given  the  detailed  information 
that  the  American  Government  says  it 
has,  how  long  do  you  expect  it  will 
take  the  German  Government  to  get 
more  than  just  indications  of  such 
participation  in  building  this  plant? 
A.  We  have  been  assured  by  the 
key  people  in  the  German  Govern- 
ment— the  Chancellor,  the  Foreign  Min- 
ister, and  most  recently  the  Finance 
Minister — of  the  seriousness  with  which 
the  German  Government  takes  this  is- 
sue. They  are  investigating  it  carefully; 
if  they  find  their  legal  structure  is  such 
that  undesirable  things  are  happening 
without  an  ability  of  the  government  to 
do  anything  about  it,  they  will  try  to 
change  those  laws.  They  have  given  us 
assurances  of  their  seriousness  of  pur- 
pose here,  and  I  take  those  assurances 
very  seriously. 

Q.  Do  you  think  that  prosecution 
in  this  case  is  the  only  thing  that  will 
send  a  message  to  companies? 

A.  I  don't  want  to  comment  on  the 
internal  German  judicial  processes  and 
how  they're  going  to  go  about  this  is- 
sue. But  we  believe  in  the  United 
States  as  we've  said,  and  I  believe,  hav- 
ing reviewed  our  evidence,  there  is  no 
question  whatever  that  Qadhafi  is  try- 
ing to  equip  himself  with  a  major  chem- 
ical weapons  production  facility.  And  he 
hasn't  quite  got  there  yet.  He  needs  aid 
from  the  outside  in  order  to  get  there. 
We're  trying  to  do  everything  we  can  to 
throw  every  conceivable  monkey 
wrench  we  can  find  into  his  machinery. 
And  in  doing  so,  I  think  we're  acting  on 
your  behalf  as  well  as  my  behalf.  I 
don't  want  poison  gas  dumped  on  me. 
Do  you?  And  I  don't  want  Qadhafi  to 
have  it  or  to  have  the  ability  to  give  it 
to  some  terrorists.  That's  why  we're 
struggling  so  hard  at  this  issue. 

Furthermore,  it's  an  important  ele- 
ment in  the  fight  against  the  prolifera- 
tion of  chemical  weapons.  We  had  a 
very  productive  and  impressive  confer- 
ence in  Paris.  I  might  say  the  French 
did  a  beautiful  job  of  running  it.  And, 
of  course,  when  people  consider  this  is- 
sue, we  dwell  on  the  difficulty  of  ver- 
ification, and  it  is  difficult  to  verify 
certain  things.  You  can  drive  yourself 
crazy  looking  at  things  people  could  do 
that  would  deceive  you. 

But,  the  fact  is  that  the  intel- 
ligence agencies  around  the  world  know 
a  great  deal  about  who  is  producing 
chemical  weapons,  where  they're  pro- 
ducing the  chemical  weapons.  We  even 
know  when  people  have  tried  to  do  it  in 
a  very  deceptive  manner,  and  we  have 


been  able  to  trace  through  the  different 
front  companies  and  all  of  that.  So  you 
can  find  out  about  the  deception. 

Now  what  we  have  to  say  is,  ver- 
ification is  difficult,  but  when  you  have 
something  that's  verifiable  and  identi- 
fiable, then  the  next  question  is,  will 
you  do  something  about  it?  And  so  we 
are  engaged  here  in  a  consciousness- 
raising  operation  on  something  I  think 
is  very  important.  And  don't  forget;  it's 
not  only  chemical  weapons,  it's  biolog- 
ical weapons.  These  things  are  terrible 
as  far  as  mankind  is  concerned. 

Q.  In  your  speech  just  now,  did 
you  you  speak  up  about  Romanian  re- 
fusal to  implement  certain  parts  of 
the  [CSCE]  final  document?  Is  the 
United  States  letting  Romania  get 
away  with  it? 

A.  No,  I  speak  up  about  every- 
thing I  can  lay  my  hands  on  to  speak 
up  about.  And  if  there's  something  I 
missed,  I'm  glad  to  have  it  inserted  in 
the  record. 

But  within  the  framework  of  a 
short  speech,  I  think  we  rang  all  the 
changes.  But  you've  got  to  take  this 
both  ways.  There  has  been  very  great 
progress,  but  there  is  still  a  long  dis- 
tance to  go.  The  progress  is  uneven, 
and  it's  much  more  in  some  countries 
than  in  others.  I  tried  to  differentiate 
that  out — who  is  plus  and  who  is  minus 
and  who  is  still  at  the  starting  gate. 

Q.  But  a  refusal  to  observe  com- 
mitments is  something  else — 

A.  Yes,  I  think  it  has  to  be  racked 
up.  I  think  they  have  been  changing 
their  mind  as  to  what  they  will  openly 
say.  But  anyway,  you  have  to  keep  call- 
ing these  things  as  you  see  them,  and 
that's  exactly  what  we  try  to  do. 

Q.  Are  you  planning  to  make  use 
of  the  new  mechanism  [of  monitoring 
implementation  of  CSCE  commit- 
ments]? 

A.  The  new  mechanism  gives  us  a 
right  and  others  a  right  to  call  atten- 
tion and  work  on  any  human  rights  is- 
sue in  any  country  at  any  time,  plus 
the  three  human  rights  conferences. 
Those  things  taken  together  give  us— 
us  meaning  all  of  us  together — an 
important  way  of  continuing  the  hard 
work  that  we  all  have  been  doing  on 
this  subject  for  all  these  years. 

Q.  Would  you  please  explain 
some  kind  of  contradictions  which 
are  the  common  will  of  disarmament 
[sic]  on  the  lower  level  in  Europe, 
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where  it's  going  on  in  NATO  countries 
about  the  reconstruction  of  arms  in 
Europe?  Can't  you  see  the  contradic- 
tion between  those  two  lines  of 
thinking? 

A.  No,  I  don't,  and  I  notice  as  I 
look  across  at  the  other  side,  that  peo- 
ple who  have  military  capability  and 
feel  they  need  it  want  it  to  be  up  to 
date.  We  do.  At  the  same  time,  we 
want  to  find  ourselves  in  a  forum  where 
we  can  really  bring  the  levels  of  arma- 
ments down.  Since  the  force  levels  on 
key  offensive  kinds  of  arms  are  so  heav- 
ily disproportionately  higher  in  the 
Warsaw  Pact  countries  than  they  are  in 
NATO,  obviously  there's  going  to  have 
to  be  a  deep  asymmetry  in  those  cuts. 
So  let's  get  at  it.  But  in  the  meantime, 
we're  going  to  keep  the  armaments  we 
have  up  to  date. 

Q.  As  you  look  back  at  your  pub- 
lic office,  what  kind  of  assessment 
would  you  give  of  the  impact  that  Mr. 
Gorbachev  has  made  on  East-West 
relations? 

A.  I  think  there  has  been  a  flow  of 
events  that  has  clearly  improved  mat- 
ters greatly.  There  are  many  factors  in- 
volved, and  I  give  the  strong  and 
steadfast  policies  of  President  Reagan 
and  the  coherence  of  the  NATO  allies 
and  others  around  the  world  who  have 
carried  the  banner  of  freedom  great 
credit  for  continuing  that  battle 
steadily. 

Mr.  Gorbachev  has  been  a  very 
strong  creative  person  in  this.  And  so 
we  have  welcomed  the  moves  he  has 
made  and  the  changes  he  is  bringing 
about  inside  the  Soviet  Union.  He  has 
made  his  contribution  so,  yes,  I'm 
ready  to  say  there's  a  good  thing  there. 

Q.  What  concrete  accomplish- 
ments can  be  expected  as  a  result  of 
this  conference  in  the  relations  be- 
tween the  blocs,  between  the  states, 
and  for  the  lives  of  the  people? 

A.  First  of  all,  the  CSCE  process 
has  a  kind  of  implicit  agenda  under- 
neath it  of  wanting  to  eliminate  bloc 
thinking,  of  wanting  people  to  interact 
together  freely.  As  I  said  earlier,  if  you 
compare  now  with  1975,  there  is  dis- 
tinct improvement  in  that  regard.  We 
just  discussed  a  response  to  a  question 
I  did  on  the  conventional  arms  negotia- 
tions. If  in  the  bloc-to-bloc  negotiations 
we  can  see  a  reduction  in  conventional 
arms,  that  will  be  good  for  security, 
good  for  peace  of  mind;  it  will  reduce 
the  expense  of  the  armaments.  That 
will  be  a  positive  development  if  it  can 
be  brought  about. 


Now  the  human  rights,  obviously, 
cuts  across  all  the  countries,  not  just 
the  two  blocs,  and  so  I'll  just  refer  to 
the  comment  1  made  earlier.  We  also 
see  addressed  problems  of  culture, 
problems  of  environment,  the  Mediter- 
ranean, economic  matters;  in  other 
words  things  that  are  cross-cut  matters 
that  affect  the  bloc  countries  but  others 
as  well. 

Q.  What  makes  you  believe  that 
the  conventional  stability  talks  that 
will  begin  in  March  of  this  year  will 
be  a  "greater  success"  than  MBFR 
[mutual  and  balanced  force 
reductions]? 

A.  I  suppose  a  flip  answer  would 
be  that  they  don't  have  to  be  very  suc- 
cessful to  be  more  successful.  But  I 
think  the  MBFR  talks,  with  all  of  the 
difficulty  they  had,  they  have  been  in 
the  end  rather  illuminating  and  have 
caused  people  to  think  about  what  will 
work  and  what  doesn't  seem  to  work 
very  well  as  an  approach  to  these  is- 
sues. So  I  have  some  genuine  optimism 
about  the  prospects  of  the  new  conven- 
tional arms  talks,  with  all  due  respect 
to  the  problems  involved  and  the  uncer- 
tainties involved,  because  I  think  we 
have  all  learned  something  from 
MBFR. 


The  units  of  account  are  different. 
The  geographic  concept  is  different  and 
more  inclusive.  The  countries  are  dif- 
ferent. And  we  and  NATO  will  ap- 
proach this  with,  I  think,  a  very 
interesting  and  creative  proposal.  We're 
ready. 

So  that  shows  there  is  a  wheel  to 
engage  and  try  to  do  something  about 
this.  I  think  the  conditions  are  a  little 
different,  the  concept  is  different,  the 
units  of  account  are  more  easy  to  work 
with.  I  think  the  prospects  are  much 
better,  even  though  I  would  readily  ac- 
knowledge any  of  these  negotiations  is 
tough,  and  it  takes  a  long,  hard  way 
and  nobody  should  expect  some  imme- 
diate result.  But  it  does  look  a  little 
better. 


'It  is  understood  that  the  invitation  to 
UNEP  includes  ROCC  (Regional  Oil  Com- 
bating Center)  and  MAP  (Mediterranean 
Action  Plan)  [text  in  original]. 

Conventional  Armed  Forces  include 
conventional  armaments  and  equipment 
[text  in  original]. 

!The  participants  will  be  guided  by  the 
language  on  non-circumvention  as  set  out 
in  the  section  on  Objectives  and  Methods 
[text  in  original]. 

4 Press  release  5. 

'Press  release  •  >.■ 


U.S.,  Soviet  Union 

Exchange  New  Year's  Messages 


The  following  remarks  by  Presi- 
dent Reagan  and  President  Gorbachev 
were  televised  in  the  Soviet  Union  and 
the  United  States  on  January  1,  1989 A 

President  Reagan2 

On  behalf  of  the  American  people,  I 
send  you  greetings  on  the  coming  of  the 
New  Year. 

In  your  country  and  mine,  the  New 
Year  is  a  time  of  hope  and  renewal. 
Never  have  these  qualities  of  the  spirit 
been  more  necessary  than  now,  as  So- 
viet Armenia  begins  to  heal  from  its 
wounds.  You  have  our  deepest  sympa- 
thy. You  have  our  prayers.  And  you 
have  a  personal  hope  from  my  wife, 
Nancy,  and  me  that  in  the  effort  to 
rebuild  what  was  shattered,  you  will 
find  your  solace. 

i  am  confident  that  relations  be- 
tween our  two  countries  will  continue 
on  the  positive  course  they  have  fol- 
lowed in  the  year  just  ending.  And  de- 
spite our  disagreements,  we  have  been 
able  to  find  some  common  ground. 


When  I  visited  Moscow  and  met  with 
President  Gorbachev,  we  advanced  our 
mutual  understanding  on  the  vital  is- 
sues of  human  rights,  arms  reductions, 
regional  problems,  and  bilateral  rela- 
tions. Although  much  remains  to  be 
done,  we're  making  progress  in  all  of 
those  areas.  In  Moscow  we  signed  the 
documents  of  ratification  for  the  treaty 
eliminating  an  entire  class  of  U.S.  and 
Soviet  intermediate-range  nuclear  mis- 
siles, and  the  implementation  of  that 
historic  treaty  has  proceeded  smoothly. 
Soviet  and  American  negotiators  con- 
tinued to  discuss  a  50%  reduction  in 
strategic  nuclear  weapons.  And  we  are 
preparing  to  enter  into  new  negotia- 
tions about  conventional  military  forces 
in  Europe.  President  Gorbachev,  during 
his  recent  speech  to  the  United  Na- 
tions, announced  significant  reductions 
in  Soviet  conventional  forces.  This  is 
certainly  a  step  in  the  right  direction  of 
correcting  the  imbalances  in  the  Euro- 
pean military  situation,  but  much  more 
remains  to  be  done.  Thus  while  much 
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has  been  accomplished  in  the  area  of 
arms  control  and  reductions,  we  must 
continue  efforts  to  ensure  a  lasting 
peace. 

In  human  rights,  progress  is  being 
made  in  reunification  of  families,  free- 
dom of  people  to  travel  as  they  please, 
and  in  other  areas.  The  cessation  of 
jamming  is  also  a  positive  step;  for  if 
we're  to  understand  each  other  better, 
we  must  be  able  to  talk  freely  with 
each  other  and  listen  freely  as  well.  In 
bilateral  relations — for  example  in  cul- 
tural and  educational  exchanges — im- 
provements mean  that  the  barriers  that 
artificially  separated  our  peoples  are 
slowly  being  lowered.  And  in  regional 
issues,  from  Afghanistan  to  the  Persian 
Gulf  and  southern  Africa,  solutions  are 
being  found  to  conflicts  of  many  years' 
standing.  Perhaps  your  country  will 
join  ours  in  the  effort  to  bring  peace, 
democracy,  and  security  to  Central 
America. 

In  all  of  these  areas,  these  im- 
provements represent  only  a  beginning 
of  a  long,  difficult  road  to  better  under- 
standing and  cooperation.  We  are  ready 
to  continue  moving  along  this  road. 
Important  differences  remain  between 
our  countries  and  will  continue  for 
years  to  come.  But  I  am  confident  that 
we  have  been  witness  in  1988  to  prog- 
ress that,  if  we  are  careful  and  diligent, 
can  continue  next  year  and  during  the 
years  to  come. 

President  Gorbachev's  visit  to  New 
York — cut  short  by  the  catastrophe  in 
Armenia — gave  us  a  chance  to  meet 
once  more  during  my  term  as  Presi- 
dent. On  January  20,  George  Bush  will 
be  sworn  in  as  my  successor.  The 
American  people  have  chosen  him  in 
part  because  he  represents  continuity 
in  the  policies,  foreign  and  domestic, 
that  the  United  States  has  pursued 
over  the  past  8  years.  I  know  that  Mr. 
Bush  will  continue  on  the  same  course 
with  equal  commitment. 

This  is  my  final  message  to  you  as 
President,  and  so  let  me  close  by  say- 
ing this:  I  believe  the  world  is  safer 
than  it  was  a  year  ago,  and  I  pray  it 
will  be  safer  still  a  year  from  now.  I 
wish  you,  the  Soviet  people,  well  in  the 
New  Year.  Thank  you,  and  may  God 
bless  you  and  keep  you  all  the  days  of 
your  life. 

President  Gorbachev' 

On  this  first  day  of  the  New  Year,  I  am 
pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  con- 
vey, on  behalf  of  the  Soviet  people  and 
on  my  own  behalf,  our  best  wishes  to 


the  American  people  and  to  every 
American  family. 

Seeing  out  a  year  gone  by  and 
ushering  in  a  new  year  is  always  a  mov- 
ing experience.  Each  time  we  take 
stock  of  the  past  year — happy  about 
some  things,  sad  about  others,  and 
hoping  that  many  of  our  concerns  will 
be  left  behind  as  we  cross  the  threshold 
of  the  year  and  that  our  wishes  will  be 
fulfilled  in  the  coming  year. 

Last  year  was  rich  in  momentous 
events.  It  also  brought  many  good 
changes  in  relations  between  our  peo- 
ples and  countries.  Today  they  are 
more  dynamic  and  more  humane.  We 
have  become  closer,  and  we  have  come 
to  know  each  other  better.  Americans 
seem  to  be  rediscovering  the  Soviet 
Union,  and  we  are  rediscovering  Amer- 
ica. Fears  and  suspicions  are  gradually 
giving  way  to  trust  and  feelings  of  mu- 
tual liking.  I  could  see  all  of  this  for 
myself  in  my  meetings  with  Americans 
in  Washington  and,  quite  recently,  in 
New  York.  We  regard  the  warmth  and 
good  will  shown  to  the  Soviet  delega- 
tion during  those  days  as  something 
very  important  for  our  relations.  I 
think  President  Reagan,  too,  will  re- 
member his  meeting  with  the  Soviet 
people  during  his  visit  to  the  Soviet 
Union. 

We  in  the  Soviet  Union  are  in  favor 
of  the  most  wide-ranging  ties  between 
our  peoples;  I  hope  you  are,  too.  And 
that  means  we  can  look  ahead  with  op- 
timism to  the  future  of  our  relations. 
This  is  what  we  talked  about  with  Pres- 
ident-elect Bush. 

Nineteen  eighty-eight  is  memora- 
ble for  all  of  us  as  a  year  when  we 
began  reducing  the  most  terrifying  nu- 
clear weapons.  That  alone  is  enough  for 
it  to  go  down  in  history  as  a  landmark, 
a  great  turning  point  in  world  affairs. 
Many  other  facts,  too,  prove  that 
changes  for  the  better,  very  important 
for  all  of  us,  are  taking  place  in  the 
world.  The  Afghan  issue  is  close  to  a 
settlement.  Hostilities  have  ceased  be- 
tween Iran  and  Iraq.  Real  oppor- 
tunities are  emerging  for  resolving 
painful  and  complex  issues  in  Southeast 
Asia  and  southern  Africa.  The  situation 
in  the  Middle  East  is  also  changing.  All 
this  is  very  encouraging. 

And  let  me  mention  one  thing  in 
particular.  You  know  how  much  misfor- 
tune and  suffering  was  caused  by  the 
earthquake  in  Armenia,  how  great  was 
the  human  tragedy  it  wrought.  I  went 
to  see  the  ruins  of  the  devastated  Ar- 
menian towns.  You  can't  even  look  at 
what  the  forces  of  nature  have  done 
without  shuddering.  All  Soviet  people 


took  the  misfortune  of  the  people  of 
Armenia  as  their  own.  In  this  hour  of 
grief,  they  extended  a  helping  hand  to 
them,  as  brothers.  The  devastated 
towns  and  villages  will  be  reborn — that 
is  the  will  of  all  the  peoples  of  the  So- 
viet Union.  Armenia's  tragedy  has 
evoked  great  sympathy  throughout  the 
world.  We  are  grateful  to  the  American 
people  and  to  all  peoples  who  have 
come  to  our  aid. 

Seeing  all  this,  one  cannot  help 
thinking  that  all  people  who  live  on  this 
Earth,  all  of  us,  however  different,  are 
really  one  family.  I  am  sure  we  will  find 
enough  wisdom  and  good  will  to  estab- 
lish together  a  true  period  of  peace  for 
all  humankind.  If  we  are  capable  of  a 
new  way  of  feeling,  then  we  must 
surely  be  capable  of  a  new  way  of 
thinking.  If  we  are  capable  of  a  new 
way  of  thinking,  then  instead  of  merely 
surviving,  we  can  live  in  a  new  way — on 
the  basis  of  equal  rights,  justice,  trust, 
humanism,  and  wide-ranging  coopera- 
tion. This  is  the  message  I  wanted  to 
convey  in  addressing  the  United  Na- 
tions in  New  York. 

There  are,  of  course,  still  many 
problems  in  the  world,  and  they  are 
intricate  and  complex.  But  that  only 
heightens  the  need  to  solve  them  to- 
gether— as  we  say  in  our  country,  with 
everyone  pitching  in.  It  is  good  that  we 
understand  this  and,  moreover,  that  we 
are  taking  the  first  steps  in  that  direc- 
tion. Both  our  countries  have  a  lot  of 
problems.  Quite  naturally  you  know 
your  problems  better,  and  we  know 
ours.  We  intend  to  solve  our  problems 
in  the  course  of  perestroika.  But  the 
Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States 
also  have  some  common  problems.  I  am 
convinced  that  today,  on  the  basis  of 
growing  mutual  understanding  and 
trust,  we  can  solve  them  better  than 
we  could  yesterday. 

Once  again,  I  salute  you,  citizens  of 
a  great  nation.  Once  again,  I  wish  all  of 
you  peace,  good  health,  and  well-being. 
May  there  be  more  happiness  and  joy  in 
your  life.  May  your  best  hopes  be  ful- 
filled. May  our  common  achievements 
shine  brighter  and  brighter,  filling 
every  Soviet  and  American  home  and 
all  our  planet  with  an  abiding  will  for 
peace,  development,  and  construction. 

A  Happy  New  Year! 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Jan.  9,  1989. 

-President  Reagan's  remarks  were  re- 
corded on  Dec.  15,  1988. 

'President  Gorbachev's  remarks  follow 
the  official  translation  in  the  White  House 
press  release.  ■ 
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Chancellor  Kohl's  Visit 


Chancellor  Helmut  Kohl  of  the 
Federal  Republic  of  Germany  made  an 
official  working  visit  to  Washington, 
D.C.,  November  15,  1988,  to  meet  with 
President  Reagan  and  other  govern- 
ment officials. 

Following  are  remarks  by  the  Pres- 
ident and  the  Chancellor  after  their 
meeting.1 

President  Reagan 

I  have  just  completed  a  highly  useful 
and  productive  discussion  with  Chancel- 
lor Kohl,  on  this,  the  sixth  anniversary 
of  his  first  visit  to  the  White  House  as 
Chancellor  of  the  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany.  The  many  conversations 
we've  had  together  demonstrate  not 
only  the  close  ties  that  exist  between 
the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany  and 
the  United  States  but  the  warm  per- 
sonal relationship  that  has  developed 
between  us.  Chancellor  Kohl  is  a  close 
friend  of  the  United  States.  His  views 
are  greatly  valued,  and  his  commitment 
and  personal  efforts  to  strengthen 
German-American  ties  have  made  an 
enormous  difference  in  the  relationship 
between  the  United  States  and  West 
Germany. 

Today  we  reviewed  a  broad  range 
of  important  international  issues.  We 
discussed  how  our  two  countries,  work- 
ing together  and  within  the  NATO  al- 
liance, could  advance  the  cause  of  peace 
and  freedom. 

The  Chancellor  briefed  me  on  his 
recent  visit  to  Moscow.  We  agreed  that 
important  progress  has  been  made  in 
Fast-West  relations  but  that  much  still 
remains  to  be  done — in  arms  control,  in 
ending  regional  conflicts,  and  with  re- 


spect to  human  rights.  We  also  noted 
that  the  Vienna  Conference  on  Security 
and  Cooperation  in  Europe  (CSCE), 
which  is  entering  its  final  stage,  re- 
quired a  balanced  and  substantive 
outcome. 

I  reaffirmed  the  strong  American 
commitment  to  Berlin  and  underscored 
our  determination  to  pursue  the  Berlin 
initiative  I  first  outlined  in  June  of  1987 
when  I  spoke  at  the  Berlin  Wall.  That 
divided  city  of  Berlin  remains  a  power- 
ful symbol  of  a  divided  Europe  and  a 
litmus  test  of  East-West  relations. 

We  reviewed  the  positive  state  of 
the  NATO  alliance.  While  seeking  se- 
curity and  stability  at  lower  levels  of 
armaments,  the  United  States  and 
West  Germany,  together  with  our  al- 
lies, will  ensure  that  our  conventional 
and  nuclear  forces  are  kept  up  to  date. 
We  also  agreed  that,  for  the  foreseeable 
future,  there  is  no  viable  alternative  to 
NATO's  defense  strategy  of  deterrence 
based  on  flexible  response  and  a  for- 
ward defense.  The  Chancellor  voiced 
support  for  an  international  conference 
on  chemical  weapons,  and  we  re- 
affirmed our  common  goal  of  negotiat- 
ing a  global  ban  on  these  terrible 
weapons. 

West  Germany  and  the  United 
States  continue  to  seek  ways  to  share 
early  the  risks,  burdens,  and  respon- 
sibilities, as  well  as  the  benefits,  of  our 
common  defense.  We  reviewed  the  diffi- 
culties each  country  faces  in  doing  more 
but  pledged  we  would  each  do  our  fair 
share.  In  this  regard,  I  paid  special 
tribute  to  the  German  people  for  the 
sacrifices  they  bear  on  the  front  line  of 
freedom,  which  is  also  America's  front 
line  of  defense,  and  reiterated  my  con- 
dolences for  the  victims  of  the  tragedy 
at  the  Ramstein  air  show  last  August. 


We  also  reviewed  trade  and  eco- 
nomic issues.  Both  the  Chancellor  and  I 
expressed  satisfaction  with  the  present 
state  of  the  world  economy.  I  congratu- 
lated the  Chancellor  on  the  decision  of 
the  European  Community  member 
states  to  take  major  steps  toward 
closer  economic  integration  by  the  end 
of  1992  and  expressed  our  concern  that 
this  be  done  in  a  manner  that  promotes 
fair  trade  internationally.  We  agreed 
that  trade  protectionism  must  be 
avoided  and  reiterated  our  support  for 
an  amicable  resolution  of  the  U.S.  and 
European  Community  trade  issues  and 
for  real  progress  during  the  midterm 
review  of  the  Uruguay  Round  trade  ne- 
gotiations. I'll  have  something  more  to 
say  on  that  point  later  in  the  week. 

Helmut,  this  marks  my  last  meet- 
ing as  President  with  you.  Six  years 
ago,  we  stood  together  as  I  announced 
the  formation  of  a  Presidential  commis- 
sion to  commemorate  the  tricentennial 
of  the  first  German  settlement  in  the 
United  States.  Six  years  to  the  day,  I'm 
proud  to  announce  a  product  of  that 
commission:  the  dedication  of  a  garden 
here  in  Washington  as  a  symbol  of  the 
friendship  between  our  two  countries. 
In  a  few  months,  I'll  be  leaving  the 
White  House,  but  the  garden,  and  all  it 
represents,  will  remain,  to  be  nurtured 
and  sustained  by  the  friendship  be- 
tween Germans  and  Americans  and  by 
the  leadership  that  you  have  provided. 
I'm  asking  Charles  Wick,  the  Director 
of  the  U.S.  Information  Agency,  to  rep- 
resent me  today  at  the  dedication  of  the 
German-American  Friendship  Garden. 

And,  Helmut,  I  hope  you  will  con- 
vey to  the  German  people  my  personal 
thanks  for  their  prayers  and  support 
over  the  past  8  years.  And  let  me  just 
add  a  final  personal  word  to  you  for 
your  friendship  and  counsel.  Thank 
you,  Helmut,  and  may  God  bless  you, 
and  may  God  bless  our  two  great 
nations. 

Chancellor  Kohl2 

Allow  me  to  thank  you,  first  of  all,  Mr. 
President,  for  the  warm  words  of 
friendship  which  you  have  found  for  my 
country.  The  friendship  between  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the 
Federal  Republic  of  Germany  is  of  exis- 
tential importance  to  our  country.  It 
has  always  been  that  way,  and  it  will 
remain  so  in  the  future.  It  was  the  idea 
of  freedom  which  brought  us  together, 
and  today,  more  than  ever,  we  know 
how  important  it  is  to  stand  together  to 
defend  our  freedom  and  unity. 
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Dear  Ron,  you  already  mentioned 
this.  Today  I  met  with  you  for  the  last 
time  during  your  term  of  office.  For 
6  years,  we  have  worked  together  ex- 
cellently. Our  meetings  have  always 
been  meetings  between  friends.  And  I 
would  like  to  thank  you  from  all  my 
heart  for  this  personal  contact  and  per- 
sonal friendship  which  we  have,  for  the 
exchange  of  experiences  and  views 
which  we  had,  and  also  for  the  friend- 
ship which  the  elder  statesmen  gave  to 
the  younger  statesmen.  During  our  re- 
spective terms  of  office,  the  relations 
between  Bonn  and  Washington  have  be- 
come ever  closer.  And  one  of  the  hall- 
marks of  this  cooperation  has  been  the 
fair  and  open  consultation  about  all 
matters  interesting  us  over  all  these 
years. 

Let  me  cite  as  an  example  the  al- 
liance consultations  parallel  to  the 
U.S. -Soviet  INF  [intermediate-range 
nuclear  forces]  negotiations.  They  were 
absolutely  crucial  to  the  success  of  the 
negotiations.  I  should  also,  of  course, 
like  to  thank  you,  Mr.  President,  for 
your  bold  and  resolute  commitment  to 
improving  East-West  relations.  Any 
kind  of  worsening  of  the  situation  be- 
tween East  and  West  will  be  felt  like  an 
earthquake  in  our  country,  in  the 
Federal  Republic  of  Germany,  and,  of 
course,  first  of  all  in  Berlin.  I  should 
like  to  thank  you  very  much  also  for  the 
sympathy  and  the  interest  which  you 
have  always  shown  to  us  and  to  the 
interests  of  our  country,  which  is  a  di- 
vided country,  of  course.  And  your 
speech  very  near  to  the  Berlin  Wall,  at 
the  Brandenburg  Gate,  is  unforgettable 
to  all  of  us.  This  wasn't  only  just  a 
speech,  but  it  showed  a  very  personal 
commitment  to  the  cause  of  Berlin. 

During  your  two  visits  to  the 
Federal  Republic  of  Germany,  you  have 
always  also  raised  the  issue  of  human 
contacts  between  the  United  States  and 
the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany,  and 
you  also  paid  particular  tribute  to  the 
contributions  which  those  citizens  of 
the  United  States  of  German  origin 
have  made  to  this  country.  And  you've 
pointed  out  that  these  people  sort  of 
have  had  built  a  human  bridge  between 
our  two  countries. 

In  1987,  and  this  year  too,  you  de- 
clared the  6th  of  October  German- 
American  Day.  Today,  dear  Ron,  as  you 
also  pointed  out,  the  German-American 
Friendship  Garden  is  being  opened  not 
far  from  here  in  Washington.  If  Charles 
Wick  and  Ambassador  Ruhfus  go  there 
on  our  behalf,  representing  us  to  inau- 


gurate and  open  up  this  Friendship 
Garden,  I  think  this  is  a  show  of  friend- 
ship and  of  solidarity  which  will  have 
validity  for  the  future.  I  should  like  to 
thank  all  of  those  who  were  involved  in 
making  this  sign  of  our  friendship  and 
solidarity  possible  here  in  the  city  of 
Washington. 

I  think  we  can  say — we  can  put  it 
very  briefly  and  say — these  have  been 
good  years.  I  think  that  both  of  us  have 
paved  the  way  for  development  which 
will  be  pursued  by  your  successor  in 
office.  And  I  should,  at  the  end  of  my 
remarks,  mention  one  important  exam- 
ple. I  should  like  to  mention  the  agree- 
ment and  the  commitment  which  we 
have  made  to  exchange  young  people — 


students  but  also  other  young  people — 
who  travel  from  your  country  to  our 
country  and  from  our  country  to  your 
country.  That  is  to  say,  we  try  to  plant 
young  trees  so  that  a  strong  forest  may 
grow,  which  serves  as  a  shade  for  all  of 


us. 


Once  again,  from  all  my  heart, 
thank  you  for  all  you  did,  and  God  bless 
you  in  all  you  do. 


'Made  at  the  South  Portico  of  the 
White  House  (text  from  Weekly  Compila- 
tion of  Presidential  Documents  of  Nov.  21, 
1988). 

2Chancellor  Kohl  spoke  in  German,  and 
his  remarks  were  translated  by  an  inter- 
preter. ■ 


Prime  Minister  Thatcher's  Visit 


Prime  Minister  Margaret  Thatcher 
of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain 
and  Northern  Ireland  made  an  official 
visit  to  Washington,  D.C.,  Novem- 
ber 15-17,  1988,  to  meet  with  President 
Reagan  and  other  government  officials. 

Following  are  remarks  made  by  the 
President  and  the  Prime  Minister  after 
their  meeting  November  16.x 

President  Reagan 

Prime  Minister  Thatcher,  here  is  a 
story  from  our  Old  West.  It's  said  that 
a  cowboy  went  out  riding  one  day  and 
suddenly  stumbled  into  the  Grand  Can- 
yon. And  he's  supposed  to  have  said, 
"Wow,  something  sure  has  happened 
here."  |  Laughter]  When  we  contem- 
plate the  world  as  it  is  today  and  how  it 


was  when  we  first  met  here  8  years 
ago,  we,  too,  have  a  right  to  say:  Some- 
thing sure  has  happened. 

When  we  first  met  on  these 
grounds  in  1981,  economic  crises  beset 
both  our  countries.  Inflation  and  unem- 
ployment were  reaching  dangerously 
disruptive  levels.  The  aggressive  de- 
signs of  squalid  dictators,  large  and 
small,  were  seen  everywhere.  Total- 
itarian expansion  was  underway  on  four 
continents.  Terrorism  was  growing. 
And  in  the  face  of  the  most  massive 
arms  buildup  in  human  history,  our  own 
defenses  had  fallen  into  disrepair  and 
decline.  A  new  nuclear  missile  was 
aimed  at  Europe  and  Asia.  There  was 
talk  of  unilateral  cutbacks  and  Ameri- 
can withdrawals  and  nuclear  freezes 
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and  questions  about  the  alliance.  Our 
alliance,  the  great  alliance  built  with 
such  difficulty  and  daring  since  the  last 
World  War.  was  in  grave  danger.  All  of 
these  problems  spoke  to  an  even  deeper 
crisis — a  crisis  of  faith,  a  crisis  of  will 
among  the  democracies.  Here  in  our 
own  nation,  there  were  those  who  ques- 
tioned whether  our  democratic  institu- 
tions could  survive,  whether  the  modern 
world  had  made  them  obsolete. 

Now  it's  changed.  Now  the  excite- 
ment and  vigor  and  energy  in  the  world 
are  with  the  cause  of  freedom.  As  the 
United  States  and  Great  Britain  and 
other  free  nations  have  prospered,  we 
have  seen  an  almost  Newtonian  revolu- 
tion in  the  science  of  economics.  We  are 
learning  that  the  way  to  prosperity  is 
not  more  bureaucracy  and  redistribu- 
tion of  wealth  but  less  government  and 
more  freedom  for  the  entrepreneur  and 
for  the  creativity  of  the  individual. 

Change — extraordinary  change — 
has  come  upon  the  world.  And  that's 
why  at  this  moment,  we're  especially 
glad  to  be  welcoming  you  here  to  our 
shores  and  to  have  this  opportunity  to 
acknowledge  the  special  role  that  you 
and  the  people  of  Great  Britain  have 
made  in  achieving  this  remarkable 
change. 

It  was  my  privilege  last  June, 
shortly  after  my  return  from  Moscow, 
to  note  in  a  speech  at  Guildhall  your 
extraordinary  role  in  the  revitalization 
of  freedom.  Today,  in  welcoming  you  to 
these  shores,  I  and  the  American  peo- 
ple again  restate  our  gratitude.  In  the 
critical  hour,  Margaret  Thatcher  and 
the  people  of  Great  Britain  stood  fast  in 
freedom's  defense  and  upheld  all  the 
noblest  of  your  island  nation's  tradi- 
tions; yours  was  the  part  of  courage 
and  resolve  and  vision. 

Bismarck  reflected  once  that  the 
supreme  fact  of  the  19th  century  was 
that  Great  Britain  and  the  United 
States  shared  the  same  language.  And 
surely  future  historians  will  note  that  a 
supreme  fact  of  this  century  was  that 
Great  Britain  and  the  United  States 
shared  the  same  cause:  the  cause  of  hu- 
man freedom.  And  together  we've  come 
a  long  way  in  striving  for  that  cause. 
Even  in  the  terrible  disappointment  fol- 
lowing the  last  World  War,  when  we 


realized  all  we  had  striven  for  in  that 
great  conflict,  world  peace  and  free- 
dom, would  once  again  elude  us  and 
that  we  would  have  to  begin  again  and 
stand  together  again  in  facing  the  men- 
ace of  war  and  totalitarian  tyranny, 
even  then  we  did  not  lose  heart. 

And  stand  together  we  have.  When 
first  you  were  here,  Prime  Minister 
Thatcher,  we  referred  to  a  "decade 
fraught  with  danger."  We  can  hope  to- 
day that  in  meeting  those  dangers,  we 
have  transformed  this  decade  into  a 
turning  point,  a  turning  point  for  our 
age  and  for  all  time. 

In  continuing  this  work,  it  is  pro- 
foundly reassuring  to  me  and  to  all  who 
care  about  freedom  that  you  will  con- 
tinue to  share  with  America  your  vision 
and  your  steady  hand.  And  this  is  espe- 
cially critical  to  us  at  this  moment  of 
transition  in  our  government. 

Whatever  the  future  may  hold,  to- 
day the  American  people  express  to  you 
our  thanks,  our  affection,  and  our  de- 
termination to  stand  with  you  until 
freedom  has  triumphed.  Sir  Winston 
put  it  very  well  when  he  said:  "The  day 
may  dawn  when  fair  play,  love  for  one's 
fellow  men,  respect  for  justice  and  free- 
dom will  enable  tormented  generations 
to  march  forth  serene  and  triumphant. 
Meanwhile,  never  flinch,  never  weary, 
never  despair." 

Prime  Minister  Thatcher 

May  I  thank  you  most  warmly  for  those 
kind  words  of  welcome  and  for  this 
marvelous  ceremony,  which  I  shall 
never  forget.  It  is  a  great  honor  to  be 
your  last  official  guest  after  8  historic 
years  of  your  presidency,  one  of  the 
greatest  in  America's  history.  It's  an  op- 
portunity to  affirm  anew  the  deep 
friendships  not  only  between  ourselves 
but  between  the  British  and  American 
peoples,  an  opportunity  to  salute  all 
that  you  have  accomplished  over  these 
8  years  on  behalf  of  this  great  nation 
and  of  free  people  everywhere,  and  an 
opportunity  to  look  ahead  to  the  bright 
promise  of  the  future. 


When  you  welcomed  me  to  the 
White  House  on  my  first  official  visit  to 
Washington  under  your  presidency,  you 
forecast  two  things:  first,  that  the  dec- 
ade would  be  less  dangerous  if  the  West 
maintained  the  strength  required  for 
peace,  and  second,  that  Britain  and 
America  would  stand  side  by  side  in 
that  endeavor.  Both  promises  have  been 
honored  and  honored  handsomely.  We 
thank  you  for  being  such  a  staunch  and 
loyal  ally  and  friend  to  our  country.  To- 
gether our  nations  have  faced  the  chal- 
lenges of  our  time  and  have  not 
flinched.  We  forged  ahead  with 
strengthening  the  peace,  spreading 
prosperity,  and  safeguarding  liberty. 
Your  conviction  that  the  only  sure 
peace  is  one  founded  on  a  strong  de- 
fense has  enabled  us  to  take  a  first 
historic  step  in  the  reduction  of  nuclear 
arms. 

You  have  presided  over  a  period  of 
economic  expansion  unparalleled  in 
peacetime  in  recent  American  history. 
But  above  all,  you  have  restored  faith 
in  the  American  dream,  a  dream  of 
boundless  opportunity  built  on  enter- 
prise, individual  effort,  and  personal 
generosity.  As  a  result,  respect  for 
America  stands  high  in  the  world  today. 

And  thanks  to  your  courage  and 
your  leadership,  the  fire  of  individual 
freedom  burns  more  brightly  not  just  in 
America,  not  just  in  the  West,  but 
right  across  the  world.  We  in  Britain 
have  been  proud  to  be  your  partners  in 
that  great  adventure.  We  counted  it  a 
privilege  to  join  you  in  enlarging  free- 
dom and  furthering  the  democratic  way 
of  life.  Two  hundred  years  ago,  Tom 
Paine  told  the  founders  of  this  great 
nation:  "We  have  it  in  our  power  to  be- 
gin the  world  over  again." 

The  office  which  you  hold  is  the 
greatest  in  the  world.  But  it  is  the  man 
who  holds  that  office,  you,  sir,  who  has 
enabled  us  to  begin  the  world  over 
again.  We  salute  and  thank  you  for  it. 


'Made  at  the  South  Portico  of  the 
White  House  where  Prime  Minister 
Thatcher  was  accorded  a  formal  welcome 
with  full  military  honors  (text  from  Weekly 
Compilation  of  Presidential  Documents  of 
Nov.  21,  1988).  ■ 
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HUMAN  RIGHTS 


U.S.  Commemorates  40th  Anniversary  of 
the  Universal  Declaration  of  Human  Rights 


Following  are  remarks  by  Richard 
Schifter,  Assistant  Secretary  for  Hu- 
man Rights  and  Humanitarian  Af- 
fairs, Richard  S.  Williamson,  Assistant 
Secretary  for  International  Organiza- 
tion Affairs,  John  C.  Whitehead,  Dep- 
uty Secretary  of  State,  President 
Reagan,  and  Vernon  A.  Walters,  U.S. 
Permanent  Representative  to  the 
United  Nations,  at  a  White  House  cere- 
mony on  December  8,  1988,  and  the 
text  of  a  proclamation. 


ASSISTANT  SECRETARY 
SCHIFTER 

Those  who  have  attended  Human 
Rights  Day  meetings  at  the  State  De- 
partment in  the  recent  past  will  recall 
that  we  have  customarily  used  this  op- 
portunity to  point  up  some  of  the  most 
egregious  human  rights  violations 
throughout  the  world.  We  are  deviating 
from  this  pattern  this  year  for  two  rea- 
sons. First,  the  40th  anniversary  of  the 
adoption  of  the  Universal  Declaration  of 
Human  Rights  is  an  appropriate  occa- 
sion for  us  to  celebrate  the  declaration 
and  note  what  has  been  accomplished 
as  a  result  of  the  work  of  its  framers. 
Second,  the  end  of  the  tenure  of  an 
Administration  is  a  time  for  taking 
stock  as  to  what  has  been  accomplished 
during  the  last  8  years  and  to  set  goals 
for  the  period  immediately  ahead. 

Defining  the  Rights  of  Man 

The  term  "human  rights"  or  "rights  of 
man,"  as  it  used  to  be  known,  is  a  term 
produced  by  the  thinkers  of  the  En- 
lightenment of  the  18th  century.  These 
thinkers  provided  us  with  the  philo- 
sophical foundation  on  which  modern 
democratic  government  rests.  In  our 
own  country,  the  precept  that  the  indi- 
vidual has  rights  with  which  he  is  en- 
dowed by  the  Creator  and  of  which  he 
can't  be  deprived  by  his  sovereign  was 
anchored  in  our  epochmaking  Declara- 
tion of  Independence. 

For  close  to  two  centuries,  the  call 
for  respect  for  human  rights  emanated 
from  individuals  and  groups  of  citizens 
in  any  one  country  as  they  urged  such 
respect  from  their  own  governments. 
On  occasion  there  may  also  have  been 
instances  in  which  individuals  and 
groups  in  one  country  appealed  to  the 
governments  in  another  country  to  re- 


spect the  cause  of  human  rights.  But 
only  very  rarely  would  the  government 
of  one  country  urge  the  government  of 
another  country  to  change  the  ways  in 
which  that  second  government  dealt 
with  its  own  citizens.  The  relationship 
between  a  sovereign  and  the  citizens 
under  that  sovereign's  jurisdiction  was 
viewed  as  an  internal  matter,  not  sub- 
ject to  any  kind  of  interference  by 
other  sovereign  governments. 

It  was  only  in  the  wake  of  World 
War  II  that  this  basic  proposition  of 
noninterference  was  reconsidered.  The 
atrocities  perpetrated  by  the  Hitler 
government,  it  was  noted,  had  vic- 
timized not  only  foreign  nationals  but 
for  citizens  of  Germany  as  well.  That  is 
the  basis  for  the  inclusion  in  the  UN 
Charter  of  the  commitment  to  the  pro- 
motion and  encouragement  of  respect 
for  human  rights  and  for  fundamental 
freedoms.  It  is  also  the  basis  for  the 
creation  of  the  UN  Human  Rights  Com- 
mission and  for  the  adoption  by  the  UN 
General  Assembly  in  1948  of  the  Uni- 
versal Declaration  of  Human  Rights. 

The  declaration  thus  set  a 
milestone  of  worldwide  significance  in 
the  evolution  of  the  relationship  be- 
tween the  governing  and  the  governed. 
For  the  first  time  in  history,  there  was 
an  internationally  accepted  standard  by 
which  the  performance  of  a  government 
in  its  dealings  with  its  citizenry  could 
be  measured.  The  Universal  Declara- 
tion set  a  standard  of  international  mo- 
rality for  the  conduct  of  governments. 

That  does  not  mean  that  the  decla- 
ration's standards  were  universally  re- 
spected. In  fact,  these  standards  were 
and  still  are,  in  one  way  or  the  other, 
massively  violated  in  a  majority  of 
countries  of  the  world.  One  of  the  chal- 
lenges which  faced  and  still  faces  a 
good  many  advocates  of  the  human 
rights  cause  was  how  to  give  life  to  the 
words  of  the  Charter  regarding  human 
rights  and  to  the  words  of  the  Univer- 
sal Declaration. 

There  were  those  who  thought  that 
the  underlying  problem  of  the  Univer- 
sal Declaration  was  that  it  was,  under 
the  terms  of  the  Charter,  a  nonbinding 
document.  It  was  merely  a  resolution 
expressing  the  views  of  the  members  of 
the  United  Nations.  What  was  neces- 
sary, it  was  now  said,  was  for  the  world 
community  of  nations  to  frame  binding 


documents,  which  would  provide  legal 
teeth  in  place  of  an  effort  at  moral  sua- 
sion through  the  principles  of  the  Uni- 
versal Declaration. 

So  the  lawyers  went  to  work  and, 
after  18  years  of  labor,  produced  the 
documents  which  came  to  be  known  as 
the  International  Covenants  on  Civil 
and  Political  Rights  and  on  Economic, 
Social,  and  Cultural  Rights.  At  the  risk 
of  introducing  an  element  of  contro- 
versy into  this  talk,  let  me  say  that  the 
international  covenants  have  not  lived 
up  to  the  expectations  of  their  drafters. 
The  difference  between  a  document 
which  is  called  "nonbinding"  and  one 
which  is  called  "binding,"  but  for  which 
there  is  no  effective  enforcement  proc- 
ess, is  difficult  to  discern.  In  some 
ways  the  covenants  watered  down  the 
principles  enunciated  in  the  Universal 
Declaration.  They  did  so  without 
providing  the  hoped-for  added  effective- 
ness. A  good  many  countries  decided  to 
sign  and  ratify  the  covenants  and, 
through  a  strained  interpretation  of  its 
provisions,  rendered  their  adherence  to 
these  documents  entirely  meaningless. 

So  it  has  been  the  Universal  Decla- 
ration, as  a  beacon,  as  an  inspiration, 
which  has  stood  the  test  of  time.  It  has 
provided  a  basis  for  the  discussion  of 
human  rights  in  international  forums 
and  in  other  settings  as  well. 

Reporting  Human  Rights  Violations 

Even  after  the  Universal  Declaration 
had  been  adopted,  it  took  quite  a  while 
before  governments  were  prepared  to 
criticize  the  human  rights  conduct  of 
other  governments.  From  the  early 
1950s  onward,  the  United  Nations 
would  criticize  apartheid  in  South  Af- 
rica. But  it  took  about  20  years  before 
another  country  would  find  itself  criti- 
cized for  its  conduct  toward  its  own  cit- 
izens. That  second  country,  selected  for 
criticism  in  the  1970s,  was  Chile.  I  am 
afraid  that  even  thereafter,  the  UN 
system  has  been  selective  in  its  critique 
of  human  rights  violators. 

But  that  has  not  prevented  non- 
governmental organizations  (NGOs) 
and,  ultimately,  governments  to  pay  in- 
creasing attention  to  human  rights  be- 
havior and  human  rights  violations. 
Guided  by  the  principles  of  the  Univer- 
sal Declaration,  advocates  of  human 
rights,  both  within  and  outside  govern- 
ments, have  during  the  last  10-15  years 
become  increasingly  vocal.  The  effect 
has  been  noticeable.  I  submit  that  to- 
day no  government  will  deliberately 
commit  a  human  rights  violation  with- 
out at  least  reflecting  on  the  adverse 
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publicity  which  such  a  violation  would 
bring  about. 

I  have  chosen  my  words  deliber- 
ately for  governments  are  still  commit- 
ting human  rights  violations,  but  they 
will  give  thought  to  the  adverse  pub- 
licity that  might  be  generated  and  the 
possible  consequences  of  such  publicity. 
In  some  situations,  a  government  might 
decide  against  a  step  it  had  planned  to 
take  or  might  stop  a  practice  which  is 
being  criticized  so  as  to  avoid  adverse 
publicity.  It  is  the  alertness  of  the  non- 
governmental groups  which  has  thus, 
against  the  background  of  the  Univer- 
sal Declaration,  become  a  major  factor 
in  reducing  worldwide  human  rights 
abuse. 

There  is  also  an  important  educa- 
tional aspect  to  NGO  publicity  cam- 
paigns dealing  with  human  rights  and 
to  the  human  rights  activities  of  one 
government  as  it  affects  other  govern- 
ments. Some  governments  may  genu- 
inely not  be  aware  that  certain  meas- 
ures do  constitute  violations  of  interna- 
tionally recognized  human  rights 
standards.  They  find  out  what  these 
standards  are  once  they  are  criticized, 
once  it  is  pointed  out  to  them  that  their 
actions,  though  in  compliance  with  do- 
mestic law,  might  be  in  conflict  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Universal  Declara- 
tion. The  declaration  has  thus  in  recent 
years  taken  on  increasing  significance 
as  the  standard  by  which  a  country's 
behavior  toward  its  citizens  ought  to  be 
measured. 

Contrasting  Political 
and  Economic  Rights 

There  are  two  questions  that  have  come 
up  in  the  debate  on  human  rights  which 
deserve  attention  in  the  context  of  this 
celebration  of  the  Universal  Declara- 
tion. The  first  is  the  question  of  the 
relationship  between  what  have  come  to 
be  known  as  civil  and  political  rights, 
on  one  hand,  and  economic  and  social 
rights,  on  the  other  hand.  Analysts  of 
the  Universal  Declaration  will  call  at- 
tention to  the  fact  that,  while  22  arti- 
cles do,  indeed,  spell  out  a  set  of  civil 
and  political  rights,  5  others  list  a  se- 
ries of  what  are  known  as  economic  and 
social  rights. 

I  would  suggest  to  you  that  we 
have  witnessed,  over  the  decades,  a 
rather  sterile  debate  over  what  does  or 
does  not  constitute  a  "right."  We  can 
cut  through  that  debate  by  simply  af- 
fixing different  labels  to  the  subjects 
under  discussion.  We  can  speak,  when 
we  refer  to  the  set  of  issues  encom- 
passed by  the  term  "civil  and  political 


rights,"  to  limitations  on  government. 
"Economic  and  social  rights"  can,  on 
the  other  hand,  be  denominated  tasks 
of  government. 

A  significant  difference  between 
the  two  categories  is  that  the  first  can 
be  attained  with  relative  ease.  All  that 
is  required  by  a  government  in  order  to 
live  up  to  its  commitments  in  that  area 
is  not  to  do  something.  Performing  well 
in  the  second  area,  on  the  other  hand, 
requires  skill,  thought,  and  resources. 
Furthering  economic  progress  requires 
decisions  as  to  the  basic  approach  to  be 
taken  to  the  operation  of  one's  economy, 
often  only  after  overcoming  consider- 
able disagreement  on  proper  analyses 
and  remedies.  For  the  performance  of  a 
government  in  the  social  and  economic 
area  will  not  ultimately  be  judged  by 
the  promises  it  made  but  by  what  is 
delivered  on  these  promises. 

The  broad  issue  posed  by  the  eco- 
nomic and  social  programs  of  a  govern- 
ment is  an  important  one — an  issue 
which  deserves  consideration,  analysis, 
and  discussion.  It  deserves  such  discus- 
sion in  its  appropriate  context — discus- 
sion by  experts  in  the  field,  discussion 
by  economists,  by  experts  on  public 
health,  on  housing,  on  agricultural  pro- 
duction and  distribution,  and  others. 
But  these  are  discussions  different  from 
those  that  focus  on  the  limitations  on 
government,  which  are  most  appropri- 
ately conducted  by  experts  on  govern- 
mental structure  and  the  law.  The 
agenda  of  meetings  which  focus  on  lim- 
itations on  government  should  not  be 
diluted  by  discussions  of  economic 
issues. 

The  second  point  that  deserves 
analysis  is  the  observation  that  the  dec- 
laration was  adopted  prior  to  the  time 
when  the  wave  of  decolonization  had 
crested.  It  was  adopted  when  the  bulk 
of  the  votes  in  the  United  Nations  was 
cast  by  the  countries  of  southern,  west- 
ern, and  northern  Europe  and  the 
Americas.  The  text  reflected  the  no- 
tions of  government  and  the  rights  of 
the  individual  which  had  begun  to 
crystalize  in  Western  Europe  and 
North  America  more  than  200  years 
earlier. 

But  does  the  fact  that  persons  of 
French  and  English  descent  were,  a 
quarter  millennium  ago,  in  the  lead  in 
articulating  the  concept  of  individual 
freedom — and  of  government  as  the 
servant  rather  than  the  master  of  the 
citizen — mean  that  they  were  speaking 
only  for  Frenchmen  and  Englishmen 
and  their  descendants  in  North  Amer- 


ica? Could  it  be,  instead,  that  they 
were  identifying  principles  of  govern- 
ment of  universal  applicability,  that 
they  were  speaking  a  language  which 
appealed  to  the  logic  and  innermost 
longings  of  all  men  and  women  of  what- 
ever cultural  stream?  At  the  time  the 
writers  and  thinkers  of  the  Enlighten- 
ment put  pen  to  paper,  the  experience 
of  their  societies  with  the  concepts 
these  writers  were  groping  to  explain 
ranged  from  limited  to  nonexistent. 
What  the  thinkers  of  the  Enlighten- 
ment did,  and  what  the  drafters  of  the 
Universal  Declaration  also  strove  to  do, 
was  to  present  a  set  of  ideas — of  univer- 
sal ideas  on  the  limits  of  governmental 
authority,  of  goals  to  be  attained,  above 
all,  to  guarantee  the  individual  respect 
for  his  human  dignity  and  a  life  of  free- 
dom from  fear. 

There  are  those  who  contend  that 
adherence  to  the  principles  of  the  Uni- 
versal Declaration  may  be  one  of  the 
luxuries  which  rich,  industrial  societies 
can  enjoy  but  which  simply  won't  work 
in  countries  that  must  focus,  in  the 
first  instance,  on  the  essential  elements 
of  maintaining  a  standard  of  living  of 
minimum  adequacy.  "We  can't  worry 
about  freedom  of  the  press  when  people 
are  starving,"  is  the  comment  which 
can  so  often  be  heard. 

There  are  a  number  of  points  that 
can  be  made  in  response.  First  of  all, 
the  concepts  of  individual  freedom  of 
which  we  are  here  speaking  took  hold 
in  countries  such  as  the  United  States 
at  a  time  when  it  was  predominantly 
agrarian,  with  the  great  majority  of  the 
population  "poor"  by  today's  standards. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  these  concepts  es- 
tablished themselves  most  firmly  in 
those  regions  of  the  country  which 
were  almost  exclusively  agrarian  and 
almost  exclusively  "poor." 

And  as  for  freedom  of  the  press 
and  the  need  for  food:  Let  us  ponder 
whether  countries  in  which  people  go 
hungry  would  have  followed  the  dis- 
astrous agricultural  policies  which 
sharply  reduced  food  production  if  they 
had  had  a  free  press— a  press  which 
most  certainly  would  have  criticized 
these  policies  and  pointed  out  the  inev- 
itable consequences  of  such  serious 
policy  errors. 

Applying  the  Declaration's  Provisions 

Let  us  now  take  a  look  at  some  of  the 
specific  provisions  of  the  Universal 
Declaration  and  ask  ourselves  whether 
they  are,  indeed,  the  particular  prop- 
erty of  a  single  civilization  or  should  be 
deemed  generally  applicable.  What 
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should  we  think  of  the  principle  that 
everyone  "has  the  right  to  life,  liberty 
and  security  of  person?"  What  should 
we  think  of  the  prohibition  of  slavery, 
torture,  and  cruel,  inhuman,  and  de- 
grading treatment  or  punishment?  And 
what  about  the  notion  that  all  are  equal 
before  the  law  and  are  entitled,  without 
any  discrimination,  to  equal  protection 
of  the  law?  And  what  about  the  rule 
against  arbitrary  interference  with  a 
person's  privacy,  family,  home,  or  corre- 
spondence? And  what  about  the  right 
to  freedom  of  movement  within  one's 
country  and  across  international  bor- 
ders? And  what  about  freedom  of 
thought,  conscience,  and  religion  and 
freedom  of  expression?  And,  finally, 
what  about  the  right  to  choose  one's 
government  in  free  elections?  Is  it  not  a 
truly  detestable  form  of  racism  to  sug- 
gest that  these  should  be  the  goals  of 
Western  civilization  only  and  of  no 
bearing  or  relevance  to  the  rest  of  the 
world? 

The  issues  which  I  have  posed 
have,  indeed,  been  the  subject  of  sharp 
debate  for  some  time.  They  are  essen- 
tially the  defense  raised  by  human 
rights  violators  against  criticism  di- 
rected at  them.  But  as  we  mark  this 
milestone  of  the  40th  anniversary  of  the 
Universal  Declaration,  we  can  note  that 
there  have  been  significant  shifts  on 
the  world  scene  which  have  brought  the 
Universal  Declaration  into  sharper 
focus  and  have  caused  the  arguments 
advanced  against  the  assertion  of  civil 
and  political  rights  to  be  increasingly 
deemphasized.  When  we  raise  the  issue 
of  restrictions  on  the  rights  of  assembly 
in  the  Soviet  Union,  we  no  longer  hear 
questions  about  our  unemployment 
problem.  Soviet  citizens  themselves 
raise  questions  about  fundamental  free- 
doms, and  Soviet  officials  concede  that 
past  violations  of  the  principles  of  the 
Universal  Declaration  were  serious  er- 
rors for  which  past  leaders  should  be 
faulted. 

Only  yesterday,  as  I  sat  in  the 
chamber  of  the  General  Assembly  of 
the  United  Nations,  I  heard  these 
words  from  the  General  Secretary  of 
the  Central  Committee  of  the  Commu- 
nist Party  of  the  Soviet  Union,  and  I 
quote: 

I  would  like  to  join  the  voice  of  my 
country  in  the  expression  of  high  apprecia- 
tion of  the  significance  of  the  Universal 
Declaration  of  Human  Rights  adopted  40 
years  ago  on  December  10,  1048. 

This  was  Mikhail  Gorbachev's  way 
of  distancing  himself  from  the  decision 
of  Joseph  Stalin  40  years  ago  to  have 


the  Soviet  bloc  abstain  when  the  decla- 
ration was  adopted. 

Similarly,  in  other  parts  of  the 
world,  there  is  increasing  recognition 
that  the  argument  that  hungry  people 
don't  care  about  freedom  of  the  press  is 
not  an  adequate  answer. 

It  is  increasingly  recognized  that 
freedom  and  economic  progress  go  hand 
in  hand.  At  no  time  in  the  last  40  years 
has  the  future  of  the  human  rights 
cause  worldwide  looked  brighter  than 
it  does  today.  So,  as  we  move  into  the 
fifth  decade  of  the  Universal  Declara- 
tion, let  us  recommit  ourselves  to  the 
principle  stated  in  the  first  preambular 
clause  of  the  Universal  Declaration, 
namely  that  "recognition  of  the  inher- 
ent dignity  and  inalienable  rights  of  all 
members  of  the  human  family  is  the 
foundation  of  freedom,  justice  and 
peace  in  the  world." 


ASSISTANT  SECRETARY 
WILLIAMSON 

In  September  of  this  year,  the  United 
Nations  took  another  important  step 
for  advancing  human  rights:  Despite 
firm,  public  statements  by  Fidel  Castro 
that  he  would  never  allow  a  UN  investi- 
gation of  Cuba's  human  rights  prac- 
tices, a  UN  team  visited  Cuba.  While 
it  was  there,  the  team  met  with  Cuban 
human  rights  activists,  interviewed  po- 
litical prisoners,  and  explored  the  sys- 
temic nature  of  human  rights  violations 
in  that  country.  It  is  fitting  that  during 
this  year  of  the  40th  anniversary  of 
the  Universal  Declaration  of  Human 
Rights,  the  UN  Human  Rights  Com- 
mission (UNHCR)  has  finally  gained 
access  to  a  country  which  has  commit- 
ted the  worst  human  rights  violations 
in  this  hemisphere. 

For  years,  Cuba  has  been  a  blatant 
violator  of  its  citizens'  human  rights. 
Nonetheless,  it  remained  free  from 
careful  scrutiny  by  a  United  Nations 
that  consistently  refused  to  acknowl- 
edge human  rights  violations  by  the 
left.  We  witnessed  a  significant  victory 
for  freedom,  and  for  the  United  Na- 
tions itself,  when  the  U.S.  initiative  re- 
garding Cuba  succeeded  earlier  this 
year  in  pushing  the  UN  Human  Rights 
Commission  toward  a  consensus  deci- 
sion to  launch  an  investigation  into 
Cuba's  human  rights  abuses.  In  antic- 
ipation of  the  team's  arrival,  Castro  be- 
gan to  free  some  political  prisoners, 
improve  prison  conditions,  and  tolerate 
the  existence  of  a  small,  independent 
national  human  rights  group. 


The  Geneva  victory  also  was  sig- 
nificant in  that  it  marked  a  departure 
from  the  United  Nations'  too  frequent 
double  standard  of  pointing  an  accusing 
finger  at  only  a  handful  of  countries 
(especially  Israel,  Chile,  El  Salvador, 
and  South  Africa)  while  ignoring  the 
gross  human  rights  violations  of  the 
communist  world.  It  also  is  an  example 
of  how,  in  this  age  of  bloc  voting  by 
developing  countries,  the  United  States 
can  successfully  advance  important 
national  values  and  interests  at  the 
United  Nations.  It  is  important  that 
objectivity  be  restored  to  the  consid- 
eration of  human  rights  by  the  United 
Nations. 

Among  the  principal  purposes  of 
the  United  Nations,  set  forth  in  its 
Charter,  is  the  promotion  of  respect  for 
basic  human  rights  and  fundamental 
freedoms.  The  Universal  Declaration  of 
Human  Rights,  adopted  by  the  UN 
General  Assembly  in  1948,  offers  a  com- 
mon standard  against  which  individuals 
and  nations  can  measure  treatment  of 
citizens,  and  it  remains  the  philosoph- 
ical basis  of  our  human  rights  efforts  in 
the  United  Nations  and  throughout  the 
world.  Americans  will  recognize  the 
basic  provisions  of  our  Bill  of  Rights 
as  the  root  elements  of  the  declaration. 
It  underscores,  for  example,  the  right 
to  self-determination  or  the  right  to 
choose  freely  one's  government. 

A  major  reason  for  the  primacy  of 
human  rights  in  the  United  Nations  is 
that  its  founders  recognized  from  the 
bitter  experience  of  the  Second  World 
War  that  those  governments  which 
abuse  the  rights  of  their  own  citizens 
are,  if  given  the  opportunity,  more 
likely  to  abuse  the  rights  of  citizens  of 
other  countries.  Promotion  of  the  re- 
spect for  human  rights  is  thus  linked 
to  the  United  Nations'  basic  purpose 
of  keeping  the  peace.  In  both  of  these 
areas,  the  United  Nations  is  making  an 
increasingly  important  contribution. 

The  U.S.  Emphasis  on  Human  Rights 

For  the  United  States,  no  issue  has  sur- 
passed in  importance  the  protection 
and  promotion  of  basic  human  rights 
and  fundamental  freedoms.  This  con- 
cern for  human  rights  is  interwoven  in 
the  national  experience  and  beliefs  of 
Americans.  It  is  what  has  differenti- 
ated the  United  States  from  so  many 
other  nations  in  history.  It  is  pro- 
foundly fundamental  to  our  character 
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and  values.  Our  belief  in  the  rights  of 
the  individual  has  led  to  the  creation  of 
our  own  economic,  social,  and  political 
system.  Our  foreign  policy,  which  seeks 
to  secure  our  national  interest,  is  inex- 
tricably bound  to  our  belief  in  the  in- 
alienability of  human  rights  and 
fundamental  freedoms  for  all  people. 
We  view  human  rights  as  limita- 
tions upon  the  power  of  the  state. 
Based  on  the  principles  set  forth  in  the 
Bill  of  Rights  of  the  U.S.  Constitution, 
our  view  of  human  rights  is  centered  on 
defenses  from  the  state,  accorded  every 
individual  and  protected  by  an  inde- 
pendent judiciary.  These  rights  are 
timeless,  unalterable,  and  not  subject 
to  the  intellectual  or  political  fashions 
of  the  day.  They  establish  the  state  as 
the  servant  of  the  people  and  not  the 
other  way  around. 

One  clear  example  of  the  difference 
in  approach  between  the  United  States 
and  most  of  the  rest  of  the  world  re- 
garding human  rights  is  the  topic  of  the 
right  to  self-determination.  For  most  of 
the  world,  self-determination  is  a  one- 
time act,  which  ends  when  a  country 
achieves  political  independence.  Once 
the  colonial  flag  has  been  lowered  and 
local  rulers  take  power,  the  issue  is 
closed:  The  country  has  achieved  self- 
determination.  The  United  States,  how- 
ever, sees  self-determination  as  a  con- 
tinuous process  that  need  not  include 
political  independence.  For  example, 
the  relationship  between  Puerto  Rico 
and  the  United  States  illustrates  how  a 
country  can  freely  exercise  the  right  to 
self-determination  by  electing  to  associ- 
ate itself  with  another  country.  For  us, 
true  self-determination  results  from  in- 
dividuals, on  a  regular  and  periodic 
basis,  exercising  their  human  rights,  in 
particular,  the  right  to  choose  their 
government.  In  other  words,  the  es- 
sence of  self-determination  is  the  exis- 
tence of  genuine  and  periodic  elections 
that  will  reflect  the  will  of  the  people. 

It  is  in  the  UN  Charter's  emphasis 
on  human  rights  that  this  organization 
bears  the  greatest  resemblance  to  the 
American  approach  to  the  relation  be- 
tween the  individual  and  the  state.  The 
United  Nations  is  essentially  a  body  of 
constituent  national  governments.  But 
just  as  the  Bill  of  Rights  in  our  own 
Constitution  delineates  the  limits  of  the 
U.S.  Government  to  compel  American 
citizens,  the  Universal  Declaration  is 
intended  to  set  forth  similar  limits  on 
the  powers  of  all  governments  over  the 
conscience  of  the  individual.  The  Uni- 
versal Declaration  sets  forth  the  same 
principle  contained  in  our  own  Declara- 
tion of  Independence  that  the  legit- 


imacy of  rule  can  only  flow  from  the 
consent  of  the  governed.  Only  by  ob- 
serving the  human  rights  and  funda- 
mental freedoms  contained  in  the 
Universal  Declaration  can  the  members 
of  the  United  Nations  fulfill  the  Char- 
ter's highest  purposes. 

The  United  States  has  been  very 
dissatisfied  when  the  United  Nations 
has  departed  from  its  original  pur- 
poses, particularly  in  regard  to  the  pro- 
motion and  protection  of  basic  human 
rights.  The  past  25  years  have  seen  a 
tendency  to  redefine  human  rights  to 
include  a  new  category  of  "social  and 
economic  rights,"  such  as  the  right  to 
education,  the  right  to  food,  or  the 
right  to  housing.  The  Soviets  have  even 
been  bold  enough  to  sponsor  a  "right  to 
life"  in  their  drive  to  secure  a  disavowal 
of  nuclear  weapons  on  the  part  of  the 
rest  of  the  planet.  Recently  the  devel- 
oping countries  have  decided  to  pre- 
empt the  discussion  on  the  appropriate 
strategy  for  development  by  asserting  a 
"right"  to  development.  In  contrast  to 
our  notion  of  human  rights  as  limita- 
tions upon  the  power  of  the  state,  these 
"rights"  would  augment  the  power  of 
the  state,  make  individuals  more  de- 
pendent, and  could  not  be  enforced  by 
an  independent  judiciary. 

The  United  States  sees  these  so- 
cioeconomic "rights"  as  the  goals  of 
sound  policy  rather  than  as  true  human 
rights.  A  government  should  help 
create  the  environment  that  will  permit 
its  people  to  have  adequate  housing, 
food,  medical  care,  and  living  stand- 
ards. Beyond  this,  however,  lies  the  fact 
that  in  many  cases  these  new  "rights" 
tend  to  be  merely  a  smokescreen  put 
up  by  those  with  no  intention  of  honor- 
ing human  rights  regardless  of  the 
definition. 

Dictatorships  traditionally  justify 
the  denial  of  civil  and  political  rights  by 
asserting  that  these  rights  are  predi- 
cated upon  the  achievement  of  certain 
social  and  economic  goals.  They  will  ar- 
gue, for  instance,  that  assuring  the 
right  to  vote  or  the  right  to  worship 
freely  will  not  feed  the  hungry  or  house 
the  homeless.  The  historical  record 
shows,  however,  that  those  states  that 
most  energetically  protect  civil  and  po- 
litical rights  achieve  the  most  in  the 
social  and  economic  spheres.  One  can 
see  this  by  contrasting  the  social  and 
economic  achievements  of  countries 
with  similar  cultures — for  example,  the 
Federal  Republic  of  Germany  with  East 
Germany,  Austria  with  Hungary,  Thai- 


land with  communist  Indochina,  and 
Botswana  with  most  other  African 
countries.  Wherever  the  state  fears  and 
oppresses  the  individual,  we  see  politi- 
cal prisoners,  refugees,  and  economic 
stagnation. 

The  record  of  the  United  States  in 
defending  human  rights  is  an  excellent 
one.  At  home,  we  are  engaged  con- 
stantly in  the  struggle  to  ensure  that 
all  Americans  enjoy  the  full  protection 
of  the  law.  Abroad,  we  have  made  hu- 
man rights  a  top  priority  in  our  foreign 
policy. 

The  United  States  has  more  cred- 
ibility on  human  rights  issues  than  any 
other  country.  The  State  Department's 
annual  report  on  human  rights  prac- 
tices around  the  world  is  cited  by  many 
delegations  at  the  United  Nations  as 
the  best  work  of  its  kind.  Because  of 
the  power  of  our  media,  the  United 
States  has  the  ability  to  turn  an  issue 
into  one  of  global  concern.  When  the 
United  States  speaks,  other  countries 
listen. 


The  Unique  Role  of  the 
United  Nations 

The  seminal  document  in  the  United 
Nations  pertaining  to  human  rights  is 
the  Universal  Declaration  of  Human 
Rights.  This  document  was  painstak- 
ingly drafted  during  1947  and  1948  by  a 
UN  committee  headed  by  Eleanor  Roo- 
sevelt and  on  which  former  Secretary  of 
State  John  Foster  Dulles  also  served. 
The  declaration  was  adopted  without 
opposition  by  the  General  Assembly  on 
December  10,  1948.  Before  casting  the 
U.S.  vote  on  that  historic  occasion, 
Mrs.  Roosevelt  told  the  General  Assem- 
bly that  she  hoped  the  declaration 
might  become  "the  international  Magna 
Carta  of  all  men  everywhere." 

The  Universal  Declaration  of  Hu- 
man Rights  represents  the  first  global 
statement  providing  an  objective  stand- 
ard for  measuring  the  human  rights 
performance  of  governments.  Its  adop- 
tion by  more  than  50  governments  in 
1948  is  an  affirmation  of  the  word 
"Universal"  in  this  document's  title.  It 
also  is  an  affirmation  of  the  fact  that 
human  rights  are  of  international  con- 
cern and  not  merely  an  internal  matter 
of  sovereign  states. 

Although  there  are  several  UN 
organs  that  deal  with  human  rights — 
including  the  General  Assembly,  the 
Commission  on  the  Status  of  Women, 
and  the  Economic  and  Social  Council — 
the  UN  Human  Rights  Commission  is 
the  United  Nations'  principal  human 
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rights  body.  The  UNHRC  is  one  of  sev- 
eral commissions  mandated  by  the  UN 
Charter.  It  is  composed  of  represent- 
atives from  43  member  states  who  are 
elected  for  a  3-year  term  by  the  Eco- 
nomic and  Social  Council.  The  commis- 
sion meets  every  year  in  Geneva  in 
February  through  early  March  to  deter- 
mine whether  governments  are  comply- 
ing with  the  Universal  Declaration  of 
Human  Rights. 

Seats  on  the  Human  Rights  Com- 
mission are  allocated  on  the  basis  of 
UN  regional  groupings:  the  West  Euro- 
pean and  others  group,  the  Asian 
group,  the  East  European  group,  the 
African  group,  and  the  Latin  American 
and  Caribbean  group.  The  UNHRC  has 
a  crowded  agenda,  focusing  on  the  Mid- 
dle East,  southern  Africa,  Chile,  Af- 
ghanistan, Iran,  El  Salvador,  Guatema- 
la, Cyprus,  and  now  Cuba.  The  issues 
addressed  by  the  UNHRC  include  re- 
ligious intolerance,  torture,  summary 
and  arbitrary  executions,  mercenaries, 
and  disappearances. 

When  the  United  Nations  was 
founded  43  years  ago,  the  Western 
countries  set  the  tone  of  the  debate. 
Most  of  the  51  member  nations  were 
democracies  with  a  commitment  to  lib- 
eral principles.  Today  there  are  159 
members  of  the  United  Nations.  Of 
those,  32  have  fewer  than  1  million  cit- 
izens each.  Two-thirds  of  the  vote  in 
the  General  Assembly  speak  for  less 
than  10%  of  the  world's  people,  and  30 
practicing  democracies  pay  two-thirds 
of  the  bills.  According  to  one  analysis, 
the  proportion  of  prodemocratic  coun- 
tries in  the  United  Nations  has  dropped 
from  60%  to  40%. 

The  Human  Rights  Commission  is 
a  flawed  organization.  The  trend  toward 
politicization  has  been  a  major  problem 
faced  by  the  commission  in  its  handling 
of  human  rights  issues.  One  need  only 
look  at  the  tremendous  changes  which 
have  taken  place  in  UN  membership 
over  the  past  two  decades  to  under- 
stand the  drastic  change  which  has 
occurred  regarding  the  fundamental 
character  of  the  United  Nations  and 
the  UN  agencies  themselves. 

This  transformation  has  had  a  pro- 
found impact  on  the  area  of  human 
rights  and  on  the  UN's  role  in  protect- 
ing human  rights.  Human  rights  issues 
which  initially  were  considered  from 
mainly  a  technical  and  legal  perspective 
have  become  a  target  of  opportunity  to 
be  transformed  by  the  Soviet  bloc  or 
radical  Third  World  nations  to  a  means 
of  furthering  their  own  political  goals. 
In  following  the  imperative  of  bloc  vot- 
ing, UNHRC  members  like  the  Soviet 


Union  and  its  allies  band  together  to 
protect  each  other  from  international 
criticism  and  scrutiny. 

The  double  standard  in  the  United 
Nations,  especially  on  human  rights, 
undermines  the  United  Nations'  moral 
authority — and  some  would  say  its  le- 
gitimacy. There  are  numerous  examples 
of  how  this  double  standard  is  at  work: 
The  UNHRC  spends  an  inordinate 
amount  of  time  on  human  rights  vio- 
lations in  the  Israeli  occupied  territo- 
ries but  ignores  the  much  greater  and 
systematic  violations  that  have  taken 
place  elsewhere  in  the  region.  Listen- 
ing to  the  debate  on  human  rights  in 
Africa,  one  might  believe  that  only 
South  Africa  violates  human  rights 
there.  A  1986  U.S.  resolution  criticizing 
the  Ethiopian  Government's  resettle- 
ment policies  was  prevented  from 
coming  to  action  on  the  floor  of  the 
UNHRC  by  a  procedural  motion.  In 
the  case  of  Uganda,  only  now,  thanks  to 
a  British  grant  to  the  advisory  services 
fund,  has  the  commission  begun  to  get 
around  to  addressing  the  situation 
there. 

Having  pointed  out  some  of  these 
serious  problems  in  the  United  Na- 
tions— problems  which  the  United 
States  must  diligently  and  forcefully 
seek  to  correct — let  me  now  say  cate- 
gorically that  the  United  Nations  mat- 
ters. It  does  advance  U.S.  interests 
and  it  does  make  an  important  contri- 
bution to  the  world  community,  particu- 
larly in  the  area  of  human  rights. 

The  concern  of  the  United  States 
for  human  rights  is  an  integral  part  of 
our  bilateral  and  multilateral  relations. 
At  the  United  Nations,  our  credibility 
on  these  issues  has  given  us  an  advan- 
tage which  helps  compensate  for  our 
minority  status.  Regardless  of  how  we 
do  on  votes  on  specific  resolutions,  no 
country  wants  to  have  its  human  rights 
record  criticized  by  the  United  States. 
The  fact  that  the  United  States  raises  a 
human  rights  issue  is  often  enough  to 
provoke  a  positive  reaction  from  the 
country  criticized.  Our  tough  and  con- 
sistent stance  on  human  rights  in  the 
Soviet  Union,  for  example,  has  un- 
doubtedly contributed  to  the  recent, 
though  still  too  gradual,  improvements 
in  the  human  rights  situation  in  that 
country — the  world's  most  systematic 
and  longest-lived  violator  of  human 
rights. 

Despite  our  credibility  and  sound 
record,  however,  the  United  States 
must  face  the  need  for  political  realism 


in  addressing  human  rights  at  the 
United  Nations.  We  are  outnumbered; 
we  represent  values  that  too  many 
states  fear.  Yet  a  large  part  of  our 
weakness  within  the  institution  has 
stemmed  not  from  the  distribution  of 
voting  strength  but  rather  from  our 
failure  to  recognize  international  orga- 
nizations for  what  they  are:  highly 
political  arenas.  Often  when  we  have 
taken  a  position,  we  fail  to  gain  support 
from  other  nations,  fail  to  build  coali- 
tions, and  many  times  fail  to  get  even 
our  closest  bilateral  allies  to  join  us. 

There  is  a  real  need  to  seek,  with 
increasing  frequency,  multilateral  solu- 
tions. And,  as  we  learned  in  the  case  of 
our  Cuba  initiative,  the  successful  im- 
plementation of  our  multilateral  policy 
depends  on  our  ability  to  identify  pre- 
cise goals,  make  our  concerns  known  to 
other  countries,  and,  most  important, 
persevere  in  the  face  of  initial  defeat  or 
protracted  conflict.  We  must  be  able  to 
marshal  carefully  what  multilateral  re- 
sources we  have.  When  we  do,  we  win. 
When  we  win,  the  oppressed  people  of 
the  world  win. 

Conclusion 

The  Reagan  Administration's  activist 
policy  in  the  United  Nations  on  human 
rights  issues  owes  profound  thanks  to 
Ambassador  Vernon  Walters  and  his 
predecessor,  Ambassador  Jeane  Kirk- 
patrick,  whose  insistence  on  even- 
handed  treatment  of  human  rights  vio- 
lations everywhere  in  the  world  set  a 
clear  standard  for  this  government. 
They  have  argued,  sometimes  against 
great  odds,  that  the  United  Nations 
must  ignore  the  regional  and  political 
alliances  of  its  members  in  order  to 
protect  those  who  suffer  at  the  hands 
of  violent  and  oppressive  governments. 
They  also  have  insisted  that  the  United 
States  must  be  willing  to  stand  alone, 
if  need  be,  in  defense  of  impartial  and 
universal  justice.  Their  respect  and  ad- 
miration for  Armando  Valladares,  the 
U.S.  representative  to  the  UNHRC 
who  was  himself  a  prisoner  in  Castro's 
jails  for  22  years,  has  been  a  consistent 
theme  of  their  major  statements  before 
the  United  Nations. 

Over  the  past  several  years,  we 
have  struggled  to  make  these  goals  a 
reality.  In  1984  the  Western  countries 
succeeded  in  gaining  a  special  rappor- 
teur, Felix  Ermacora  of  Austria,  to  ex- 
amine the  human  rights  situation  in 
Afghanistan.  His  early  hard-hitting  re- 
ports on  Soviet  violations  of  human 
rights  in  that  war-riddled  country  fi- 
nally forced  the  Kabul  regime  to  allow 
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him  entry.  As  the  Soviet  forces  with- 
draw from  Afghanistan,  the  United  Na- 
tions will  continue  to  monitor  the 
extent  to  which  human  rights  are  re- 
spected by  any  new  government  which 
attempts  to  bring  order  out  of  chaos. 

In  the  case  of  Iran,  the  United 
States  has  provided  strong  political  mo- 
mentum in  support  of  a  special  rappor- 
teur and  in  defense  of  minority  groups 
persecuted  by  the  Iranian  Government. 
President  Reagan  has  spoken  out  on 
behalf  of  the  Bahais,  and  we  believe 
that  his  remarks,  together  with  pres- 
sure from  other  governments,  have 
helped  defend  the  defenseless.  We  will 
continue  our  watch,  however  lonely  and 
unpopular,  as  long  as  the  need  remains. 

We  also  take  great  pride  in  a  U.S. 
Government  initiative  in  the  UN  Hu- 
man Rights  Commission  which  suc- 
ceeded in  winning  a  special  rapporteur 
on  religious  intolerance.  This  kind  of 
thematic  approach — in  this  case  a  rap- 
porteur empowered  to  report  on  spe- 
cific instances  of  intolerance  anywhere 
in  the  world — allows  the  United  Na- 
tions to  address  problems  in  countries 
otherwise  protected  from  criticism. 
Similar  approaches  are  taken  by  rap- 
porteurs on  torture  and  summary  and 
arbitrary  executions.  The  very  titles  of 
these  rapporteurs  underscore  the 
urgency  of  the  need  for  a  continued 
focus  on  these  barbaric  practices  still 
common  in  secret  places  throughout  the 
world. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  stress 
that,  with  all  of  its  flaws,  the  United 
Nations  remains  the  only  body  of  its 
kind  in  the  world.  It  is  the  only  arena 
where  the  tortured  and  abused  of  the 
world  have  an  opportunity  to  lay  forth 
their  cases  and  stand  some  chance  of 
having  the  world  community  act  on 
their  behalf. 

As  we  commemorate  the  40th  anni- 
versary of  the  Universal  Declaration  of 
Human  Rights,  I  think  it  only  appropri- 
ate to  remind  ourselves  of  the  duties 
and  responsibilities  which  the  United 
States  has  as  a  founding  member  of  the 
United  Nations  and  as  its  largest  finan- 
cial contributor.  We  owe  it  to  ourselves 
and  to  the  United  Nations  to  continue 
our  efforts  to  restore  the  original  val- 
ues and  beliefs  set  forth  in  both  the 
UN  Charter  and  the  Universal  Declara- 
tion of  Human  Rights  and  to  call  for 
actions  which  reflect  the  moral  author- 
ity of  this  great  organization.  When  we 
see  a  situation  developing  which  is  con- 
trary to  these  values,  we  are  obligated 
to  speak  out.  We  must  never  leave  our- 
selves open  to  the  shame  of  silence. 


DEPUTY  SECRETARY  WHITEHEAD 

As  you  know,  we're  here  today  to  once 
again  offer  tribute  to  the  thousands  of 
people  around  the  world  who  work  to 
advance  the  cause  of  human  rights.  I 
am  pleased  that  so  many  of  you  could 
join  us  today  to  underscore  the  impor- 
tance of  this  work. 

This  afternoon  President  Reagan 
will  sign  a  proclamation  officially  desig- 
nating December  10  "Human  Rights 
Day"  and  all  of  next  week  as  "Human 
Rights  Week"  in  commemoration  of  the 
anniversary  of  the  signing  of  the  Uni- 
versal Declaration  of  Human  Rights. 
The  President  will  stress  the  close  his- 
torical relationship  between  human 
rights  and  the  fundamental  principles 
of  our  country  by  proclaiming- 
December  15  as  Bill  of  Rights  Day. 

President  Reagan  has  issued  such 
proclamations  each  year  for  the  past 
8  years,  joining  Congress  in  an  ex- 
pression of  America's  deep  and  abiding 
commitment  to  the  special  cause  of 
human  rights. 

This  year  we  mark  a  unique  occa- 
sion, the  40th  anniversary  of  the  adop- 
tion of  the  Universal  Declaration  of 
Human  Rights.  It  is  a  significant  occa- 
sion also  because  this  year  marks  the 
40th  transition  from  one  U.S.  Admin- 
istration to  the  next,  the  highest  ex- 
pression of  a  nation's  commitment  to 
democracy,  freedom,  and  human  rights. 

You  have  heard  Assistant  Secre- 
taries Schifter  and  Williamson  talk 
about  human  rights  from  their  individ- 
ual perspectives.  These  two  men  work 
every  day  to  advance  the  cause  of  hu- 
man rights.  We  owe  them  a  tribute.  I 
am  glad  to  make  it. 

Dick  Schifter's  personal  involve- 
ment in  human  rights  goes  back  almost 
to  his  boyhood,  when  he  left  Vienna 
to  escape  the  horrors  of  Hitler's 
onslaught.  Coming  to  the  United 
States,  Dick  gained  a  law  degree  from 
Yale  and  later  defended  numerous  hu- 
man rights  causes.  For  several  years, 
he  headed  our  delegation  to  the  UN 
Human  Rights  Commission.  Since  1985 
he  has  been  in  charge  of  the  State  De- 
partment's Human  Rights  Bureau.  He 
and  his  staff  monitor  the  human  rights 
situation  around  the  world  and  propose 
and  implement  policies  to  promote  hu- 
man rights.  In  my  opinion,  and  I'm 
sure  George  Shultz  would  agree,  Dick 
can  honestly  claim  a  large  share  of 
credit  for  remarkable  and  specific 
human  rights  advances  now  occurring 
in  the  Soviet  Union. 


Rich  Williamson  is  responsible  for 
coordinating  and  directing  our  par- 
ticipation in  international  organizations. 
Rich  spends  a  large  portion  of  his  time 
seeking  to  advance  and  uphold  the  cause 
of  human  rights  in  the  United  Nations. 
The  range  of  issues  with  which  he  must 
deal  is  awesome.  To  cite  just  one  exam- 
ple, Rich  is  the  Administration's  "point 
man"  on  Afghanistan,  an  area  where  we 
are  achieving  major  successes.  A  central 
aspect  of  our  Afghanistan  policy  is  our 
desire  to  see  fundamental  human  rights 
and  freedoms  restored  to  the  Afghan 
people. 

I,  too,  have  had  the  honor  of  working 
in  the  struggle  to  preserve  and  protect 
human  freedoms.  In  1986  Secretary 
Shultz  gave  me  a  special  responsibility 
for  our  relations  with  Eastern  Europe. 
This  inevitably  leads  to  deep  involve- 
ment in  human  rights.  My  own  involve- 
ment in  the  international  human  rights 
effort  goes  back  many  years  to  a  cafe  in 
Vienna  in  1956,  where  I  was  having 
breakfast  with  a  friend.  Our  meal  was 
interrupted  by  a  man  who  burst  in  seek- 
ing to  talk  to  my  friend.  The  man  was  a 
Hungarian  freedom  fighter  who  had 
made  his  way  across  the  border  to  bring 
the  tragic  news  from  the  streets  of  Bud- 
apest. Later  I  asked  my  friend  how  I  too 
could  help  the  cause  of  freedom.  I've 
been  involved  ever  since,  through  my 
long  association  with  the  International 
Rescue  Committee  and  now  as  Deputy 
Secretary  of  State. 

On  each  of  my  six  trips  to  Eastern 
Europe  as  Deputy  Secretary,  I  have 
placed  human  rights  at  the  top  of  my 
agenda,  and  I've  been  gratified  by  the 
progress  we've  made  over  just  2  years. 
Obviously  there  is  much  left  to  be  done, 
but  we  have  seen  a  very  welcome  tan- 
gible change  in  many  East  European 
countries. 

I  believe  that  one  of  the  major 
achievements  of  this  Administration  has 
been  to  make  human  rights  an  integral 
part  of  our  foreign  policy  at  all  levels:  not 
a  "sometime"  concern  but  an  institution- 
al, "every  time"  consideration.  Every 
bureau  of  the  Department  of  State  is 
charged  with  seeking  ways  to  expand  the 
protection  of  fundamental  human  rights 
for  all  people  in  all  countries  at  all  times. 

Human  Rights: 
A  Bipartisan  Goal 

The  need  for  such  an  effort  first 
emerged  in  the  early  years  of  this  cen- 
tury. Human  rights  and  basic  freedoms 
were  simply  not  on  the  list  of  discussion 
topics  in  international  diplomacy  until 
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Woodrow  Wilson  first  launched  his  Four- 
teen Points,  nor  was  there  any  mecha- 
nism for  bringing  human  rights 
concerns  to  the  forefront  of  international 
discourse. 

Driven  by  the  horrors  of  the  Holo- 
caust and  the  Second  World  War,  Presi- 
dent Franklin  Roosevelt  took  a  long  step 
toward  bringing  human  rights  perma- 
nently into  our  foreign  affairs  agenda. 
He  articulated  his  Four  Freedoms, 
which  were  later  embodied  in  the 
successor  to  Wilson's  vision  of  world  com- 
munity, the  United  Nations.  Eleanor 
Roosevelt  was  a  key  figure  in  drafting 
the  document  whose  anniversary  we  cel- 
ebrate today,  the  Universal  Declaration 
of  Human  Rights.  By  the  adoption  of  the 
Universal  Declaration,  the  nations  of  the 
world  for  the  first  time  formally  pledged 
themselves  to  uphold  the  rights  which 
form  the  keystone  of  our  republic,  and 
thereby  gave  mankind  the  "universal  bill 
of  rights"  for  which  Thomas  Jefferson 
had  fought  when  our  nation  was  first 
founded. 

But  even  with  the  adoption  of  the 
Universal  Declaration,  worldwide  adher- 
ence to  human  rights  still  did  not  reach 
the  level  its  drafters  sought.  Shortly  af- 
ter the  declaration  was  adopted,  viola- 
tions of  political  and  economic  freedoms 
were  perpetrated  in  Eastern  Europe 
and  elsewhere,  and  there  was  blatant 
disregard  for  civil  rights  and  human  dig- 
nity in  many  countries.  Intolerance,  rule 
by  terror,  and  aggression  trampled  reg- 
ularly on  the  rights  of  millions  in  those 
years  following  World  War  II.  But  as 
awareness  of  the  standard  embodied  in 
the  Universal  Declaration  grew,  so  did 
pressure  on  those  who  would  deny  these 
rights.  Gradually,  these  standards  gain- 
ed wider  acceptance.  As  colonialism  all 
but  vanished  in  the  whirlwind  of  inde- 
pendence in  the  early  1960s,  these  same 
principles  were  incorporated  in  the  con- 
stitutions of  literally  dozens  of  new 
states. 

The  next  great  step  toward  making- 
human  rights  a  permanent  part  of  for- 
eign affairs  occurred  in  the  early  1970s, 
with  the  Helsinki  Final  Act.  Just  as  the 
United  States  had  played  a  major  part  in 
the  creation  of  the  Universal  Declaration 
of  Human  Rights,  so  also  at  Helsinki  we 
took  a  leading  role  in  pushing  for  accep- 
tance by  all  participants  of  clearly  de- 
fined standards.  We  succeeded,  and  the 
results  of  that  success  opened  the  door  to 
a  new  era  in  international  relations,  an 
ongoing  process  through  which  deficien- 
cies in  human  rights  performance  are 
systematically  examined  and  new,  more 
comprehensive  solutions  gradually 
emerge. 


Under  President  Carter,  human 
rights  received  even  greater  attention  as 
the  United  States  sought  to  convince 
other  nations  that  principles  and  morali- 
ty are  key  components  of  a  more  peace- 
ful world.  In  1977,  with  the  support  of 
Congress,  the  State  Department  was 
able  to  create  a  full-fledged  Bureau  of 
Human  Rights  and  Humanitarian  Af- 
fairs. It  took  some  time,  of  course,  to 
get  the  machinery  up  to  speed.  Often 
during  this  period,  our  fellow  adherents 
to  the  Helsinki  accords,  for  example,  re- 
jected our  commentary  on  their  failure 
to  respect  human  rights.  We  were 
charged,  both  publicly  and  privately, 
with  "interference  in  their  internal  af- 
fairs" or  "insults  to  their  sovereignty" 
when  we  sought  to  raise  human  rights 
concerns.  Objective  norms  and  stand- 
ards contained  in  the  Universal  Declara- 
tion of  Human  Rights  were  ignored. 

Human  Rights: 

The  Reagan  Contribution 

From  the  outset,  President  Reagan  also 
committed  himself  and  his  Administra- 
tion to  the  proposition  that  we  must  act 
when  human  rights  are  abused.  In  his 
first  news  conference,  President  Reagan 
made  it  clear  he  would  put  human  rights 
at  the  top  of  his  list  of  international  is- 
sues, a  priority  as  strong  as  arms  con- 
trol or  any  other  major  foreign  policy 
interest  of  the  United  States.  Over  the 
years,  our  adversaries  and  our  allies 
both  came  to  know  that  human  rights 
was  something  we  would  want  to  discuss 
with  them  whenever  we  saw  some  need. 

President  Reagan  and  Secretary 
Shultz  insisted  that  our  foreign  policy 
establishment  be  reshaped  to  conform  to 
this  new  policy  emphasis.  The  State  De- 
partment's Bureau  of  Human  Rights  and 
Humanitarian  Affairs  was  given  a  more 
active,  central  role  in  policymaking. 
Each  embassy  abroad  designated  a  hu- 
man rights  officer.  U.S.  Ambassadors  all 
over  the  world  became  more  actively  en- 
gaged in  a  human  rights  dialogue  with 
the  governments  to  which  they  were  ac- 
credited. We  began  to  challenge  the  hu- 
man rights  double  standard  at  the 
United  Nations  which  sanctioned  human 
rights  abuses  in  some  countries  and  ig- 
nored much  more  egregious  abuses  in 
others.  Human  rights  moved  up  the  scale 
of  priorities  in  each  overseas  post's  annu- 
al list  of  "goals  and  objectives."  Human 
rights  goals  are  now  near  the  top  on 
many  of  our  posts'  policy  objectives. 

Perhaps  most  important,  human 
rights  reporting  assumed  a  major  di- 
mension. The  State  Department's  annual 


Country  Repoiis  on  Human  Rights 
Practices  has  become  an  authoritative 
and  respected  statement  on  the  subject. 
We  constantly  seek  to  be  objective  and 
fair  in  our  reports.  From  my  own  knowl- 
edge, we  probably  have  a  more  accurate 
view  of  the  human  rights  situation  in  any 
particular  country  than  anyone  besides 
the  population  and  leadership  of  that 
country  itself.  And  you  may  be  sure  that 
wherever  there  is  reason  to  suspect  some 
variation  from  accepted  human  rights 
standards,  our  people  are  out  there  try- 
ing to  get  the  full  facts.  If  you  were  to 
look  through  a  typical  textbook  on  diplo- 
macy, international  relations,  or  interna- 
tional law  from  the  1940s  or  1950s,  you 
would  find  little  on  human  rights.  Today, 
our  diplomats  regard  human  rights  as  a 
natural  and  important  part  of  the  work 
they  do. 

Because  of  this  new  emphasis,  we 
were  prepared  to  capitalize  on  other 
changes  which  have  occurred  in  the 
world  in  recent  years.  Leadership 
changes  in  the  Soviet  Union  brought  a 
loosening  of  the  grip  of  what  I  would  call 
the  "KGB  mentality."  Many  of  the  lead- 
ers in  Eastern  Europe  and  the  Soviet 
Union  began  to  take  a  more  practical 
view  of  the  world.  A  number  of  factors 
account  for  this.  I  don't  propose  to  dis- 
cuss them  here,  but  let  me  say  generally 
that  the  growth  of  acceptance  for  univer- 
sal standards  of  civil  and  political  rights 
has  today  made  that  old  standby,  total- 
itarian terror  and  oppression,  unaccept- 
able costly  in  the  eyes  of  most  leaders. 
They  now  must  find  other  ways  to  re- 
spond to  the  inevitable  pressures  from 
their  populations.  And  they  must  find 
ways  to  respond  to  us.  Despite  many  in- 
ternal and  other  problems,  they  are  do- 
ing this. 

In  Eastern  Europe,  I  have  seen 
progress  in  human  rights,  particularly 
in  Poland  and  Hungary,  and  we  have 
seen  changes  in  the  Soviet  Union  which 
would  have  been  unthinkable  a  few  years 
ago.  Thousands  are  being  allowed  to  em- 
igrate. Hundreds  of  political  prisoners 
have  been  freed.  We  have  seen  some 
loosening  of  controls  on  religious  wor- 
ship. We  are  engaged  with  the  Soviets  in 
frank  and  detailed  examination  of  their 
psychiatric  system,  so  long  abused  for 
political  purposes.  "State  security"  has 
become  less  a  subject  for  official  para- 
noia. Open  discussion  of  important  issues 
has  become  more  widespread  throughout 
the  Soviet  Union.  I  say  let  it  continue 
and  grow. 

I  don't  mean  to  imply  that  we  think 
that  Eastern  Europe  and  the  Soviet 
Union  have  been  transformed.  There  is 
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still  a  very  long  way  to  go,  even  if  the 
changes  we  have  seen  so  far  remain  in 
place.  In  Eastern  Europe,  we  have  not 
seen  significant  forward  movement  on 
human  rights  in  Czechoslovakia,  Bulgar- 
ia, or  the  German  Democratic  Republic; 
in  Romania,  unfortunately,  we  are  wit- 
nessing a  regression.  In  the  Soviet 
Union,  millions  of  Eastern  Rite  Catho- 
lics in  the  Ukraine  remain  unable  to 
practice  their  religion  officially.  Much 
change  will  have  to  occur  before  we  can 
say  that  the  average  Soviet  citizen  no 
longer  fears  his  government,  that  the 
rule  of  law  has  been  established,  and 
that  the  arbitrary  use  of  power  by  Soviet 
officialdom  has  ended.  Still  who  would 
have  thought  8  years  ago  that  the  Soviet 
Union  could  be  so  changed?  Of  course, 
we  can't  claim  all  the  credit  for  those 
changes,  but  we  can  take  credit  for  hav- 
ing capitalized  on  the  openings  we  found 
and  pushed  hard  to  accelerate  the  rate  of 
change. 

And,  of  course,  the  Soviet  Union 
and  Eastern  Europe  are  not  the  only 
places  where  the  President's  human 
rights  policies  have  achieved  great  suc- 
cess. Nowhere  has  the  movement  to  de- 
mocracy and  human  rights  been  more 
evident  than  in  our  own  hemisphere. 
Where  only  one-third  of  the  people  of 
Latin  America  enjoyed  a  form  of  democ- 
racy in  the  1930s,  today  over  90%  do.  In 
Central  America,  in  the  late  1970s,  only 
one  in  five  countries  was  democratic. 
Today  only  one  country,  Nicaragua,  is 
ruled  by  a  dictatorial  government.  In 
much  of  the  region,  power  is  now  passing 
from  one  elected  government  to  another 
and  with  this  peaceful  democratic  trans- 
fer of  power  comes  dramatic  improve- 
ments in  human  rights. 

Elsewhere  in  the  world,  we  have  also 
seen  advances.  In  Africa  we  have  seen  a 
growing  appreciation  of  the  role  free  en- 
terprise and  democratic  principles  can 
play  in  promoting  more  prosperous  and 
fail'  social  and  economic  environments. 
In  Namibia  our  painstaking  negotiating 
efforts  have  brought  Africa's  last  colony 
to  the  threshold  of  independence.  And 
we  continue  to  support  the  efforts  of  all 
those  who  struggle  for  peaceful  demo- 
cratic change  in  South  Africa. 

In  Asia  trends  toward  peace  and 
stability  continue,  bringing  hope  for 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  refugees  and 
would-be  refugees.  We  must  not  forget, 
however,  that  these  people  still  depend 
on  the  generous  policy  of  granting  first 
asylum  that  has  been  maintained  for 
nearly  ;i  decade  by  our  friends  in  South- 
east Asia.  Many  potential  problems  re- 
main, but  in  the  course  of  this  past  year 


alone,  we  have  seen  free  elections  in 
South  Korea  and  in  Pakistan.  In  the  Phi- 
lippines, a  truly  inspiring  story  contin- 
ues to  unfold  under  the  leadership  of 
President  Corazon  Aquino,  as  the  resto- 
ration of  real  democracy  is  buttressed  by 
the  establishment  of  mechanisms  to  in- 
sure its  survival  and  growth. 

This  list  of  the  real  gains  we  have 
seen  over  the  past  8  years  is  by  no  means 
complete;  I  am  sure  many  of  you  could 
add  further  striking  examples  from  your 
own  experience.  But  this  brief  recapitu- 
lation should  give  you  some  idea  of  why  I 
think  we,  as  Americans,  can  all  be  proud 
of  what  our  government  has  achieved  in 
this  area  in  the  past  8  years. 

Challenges  Still  Ahead 

And  it  is  that  very  pride,  and  those 
achievements,  which  ensure  that  we  will 
go  on  with  this  great  work  during  the 
coming  years.  In  some  ways  the  chal- 
lenges facing  us  are  perhaps  even  great- 
er than  those  we  have  so  far  overcome. 
What,  for  example,  should  be  our  re- 
sponse to  the  horror  of  rural  system- 
ization  in  Romania,  to  the  growing 
pressures  for  autonomy  from  the  Baltic 
States?  From  non-Russian  republics  of 
the  Soviet  Union?  How  can  we  best  pre- 
vent, or  at  least  discourage,  the  age-old 
tendency  to  resort  to  force  which  still 
finds  expression  in  forms  such  as  the  re- 
cent abortive  coup  attempt  in  the  Mal- 
dive  Islands  and  Cuba's  continued  efforts 
to  "export  revolution"  for  a  price?  How 
can  we  best  strengthen  the  rule  of  law, 
and  respect  for  individual  rights,  in 
those  countries  where  democracy  is  still 
trying  to  establish  root?  How  can  we  en- 
courage resolution  of  the  problems  which 
have  led  to  the  starvation  of  literally 
millions  in  the  Horn  of  Africa  and  may 
cause  the  death  of  millions  more  in  that 
region? 

As  you  can  see,  my  list  of  the  prob- 
lems that  face  us  is  long.  It  is  by  no 
means  complete.  I  have  not  mentioned, 
for  example,  the  problems  facing  us  in 
the  Middle  East:  the  persecution  of  the 
Kurds,  the  dangerous  spread  of  the  use 
of  poison  gas.  We  are  all  concerned  about 
the  situation  in  the  West  Bank  and  Gaza 
Strip.  You  probably  can  think  of  other, 
equally  serious  human  rights  or  human- 
itarian problems  that  still  face  us.  But 
what  we,  in  effect,  will  be  celebrating  in 
the  coming  week  is  the  sure  and  certain 
knowledge  that,  whatever  the  problems 
that  face  us  in  this  area,  we  will  go  for- 
ward to  resolve  them  using  all  the  re- 
sources at  our  command,  grounded  in 


the  great  principles  of  our  Constitution 
and  our  Bill  of  Rights,  the  principles 
which  echo  today  throughout  the  world  in 
the  Universal  Declaration  of  Human 
Rights. 

I'd  like  to  add,  in  closing,  that  I 
know  Dick  Schifter  keeps  a  copy  of  the 
Universal  Declaration  of  Human  Rights 
and  the  Helsinki  Final  Act  in  his  wallet. 
I  have  seen  him  refer  to  them;  I  have 
seen  him  win  arguments  against  the 
Soviets  with  them.  That's  a  good  habit. 
Let  us  at  this  commemoration  pledge 
to  take  a  moment  today  to  read  once 
again  the  Universal  Declaration  of  Hu- 
man Rights.  It's  a  great  document.  Let 
us  pledge  to  recommit  ourselves  to  work 
toward  making  these  principles  a  reality 
where  they  are  now  only  a  dream. 
This  is  our  challenge,  and  this  is  our 
opportunity. 


PRESIDENT  REAGAN1 

It's  a  pleasure  to  welcome  you  all  here  as 
we  mark  Human  Rights  Week.  Forty 
years  ago  this  week,  the  UN  General  As- 
sembly adopted  the  Universal  Declara- 
tion of  Human  Rights.  For  people  of  good 
will  around  the  world,  that  document  is 
more  than  just  words:  It's  a  global  testa- 
ment of  humanity,  a  standard  by  which 
any  humble  person  on  Earth  can  stand 
in  judgment  of  any  government  on 
Earth. 

Yes,  we're  here  to  recognize  a  set  of 
ideals,  our  fundamental  belief  in  the  un- 
alienable rights  of  man.  But  were  it  not 
for  the  people  who  work  to  uphold  these 
ideals,  then  our  words  would  be  hollow 
and  our  vision  without  effect.  So,  let  us 
record  that  today  we're  also  honoring  a 
community  of  people,  the  heroes  who 
have  dedicated  their  lives  to  these  val- 
ues, who  work  to  keep  the  world  in- 
formed, who  lend  their  voices  to  those 
denied  the  right  to  speak  for  themselves, 
and  who  at  times  have  lost  their  own 
freedom  and  even  their  lives  because  of 
their  courage  in  speaking  out  for  the 
freedom  of  others. 

This  community  includes  such  heroic 
figures  as  Natan  Shcharanskiy,  Lech 
Walesa,  and  Armando  Valladares.  It  in- 
cludes Nicaragua's  Permanent  Commis- 
sion on  Human  Rights  and  Romania's 
Democratic  Action.  It  includes  peaceful 
groups  that  are  working  for  multiracial 
democracy  in  South  Africa,  religious 
leaders  in  Vietnam,  and  activists  work- 
ing for  Soviet  Jewry,  and  also  groups 
based  in  our  own  country  working  for 
democracy  and  human  rights,  such  as 
Freedom  House,  Institute  for  Religion 
and  Democracy,  the  Puebla  Institute,  the 
Cuban-American  National  Foundation, 
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and  the  AFL-CIO's  [American  Federa- 
tion of  Labor  and  Congress  of  Industrial 
Organizations]  Institute  for  Free  Labor 
Development. 

In  addition,  the  cause  of  human 
rights  has  become  an  important  factor  in 
U.S.  foreign  policy.  We  have  not  brought 
these  issues  to  the  fore  internationally 
because  our  own  history  is  without  blem- 
ish or  sin,  for  it  is  not.  Nor  is  our  right 
to  speak  on  these  issues  based  on  any 
claim  to  current  perfection,  because  we 
do  not  make  that  claim.  Instead,  what 
we  have  said  is  this:  that  the  critical 
moral  distinction  of  our  time  is  the  clear 
difference  between  a  philosophy  of  gov- 
ernment that  acknowledges  wrongdoing 
and  injustice  and  one  that  refuses  to  ad- 
mit to  such  injustices  and  even  justifies 
its  own  assaults  on  individual  liberty  in 
the  name  of  a  chimeric  Utopian  vision. 
The  moral  foundation  of  our  human 
rights  policy  requires  that  we  maintain  a 
single  standard  of  justice  and,  above  all, 
that  our  policy  must  be  an  effective  in- 
strument for  improving  the  lives  of  peo- 
ple, not  an  instrument  for  self-righteous 
self-satisfaction. 

Over  these  last  8  years,  and  before, 
we've  seen  that  representative  democra- 
cy, for  all  its  shortcomings  and  as  imper- 
fectly realized  as  it  so  often  is,  is  still 
the  best  guarantor  of  human  rights.  So, 
our  concern  for  human  rights  must  be 
used  also  to  encourage  the  success  of 
democratic  institutions.  The  world  has 
not  failed  to  notice  the  great  improve- 
ment in  human  rights  that  is  possible 
when  countries  make  the  transition  from 
authoritarianism  to  democracy.  But 
we've  also  seen  the  capacity  for  bad  situ- 
ations to  become  far,  far  worse:  for  auto- 
cratic governments  to  be  replaced  by 
totalitarian  dungeons  like  Cuba,  Iran, 
and  Nicaragua.  Let  us  as  Americans  set 
forth  a  simple  humane  principle,  and  any 
policy  carried  out  in  the  name  of  human 
rights  must  not  bring  harm  to  those 
whom  it  was  supposed  to  help.  It  should 
not  yield  slavery  when  what  it  promised 
was  freedom. 

In  addition,  we've  seen  that  no  total- 
itarian nation  has  ever  made  a  peaceful 
transition  to  democracy.  So,  this  type  of 
transition,  which  has  improved  the  level 
of  human  rights  for  more  people  in  more 
countries  than  any  other  factor,  has  not 
brought  its  benevolent  fruits  to  the  com- 
munist world.  But  reforms  are  possible 
and  have,  indeed,  been  occurring  in 
Marxist-Leninist  states. 

At  my  meeting  yesterday  with  Mr. 
Gorbachev,  as  at  each  previous  meeting, 
human  rights  was  one  of  the  four  key 
topics  discussed.  Certainly,  we're  not 


yet  satisfied,  but  there  has  been  real 
progress,  which  we  must  note  and  en- 
courage. Many  political  and  religious 
prisoners  have  been  released,  and  many 
specific  cases  of  family  reunification  and 
the  like  have  been  resolved.  Emigration, 
though  still  below  the  levels  of  10  years 
ago,  has  increased. 

But  still  much  remains  to  be  done  to 
translate  words  into  deeds,  to  bring  the 
peoples  of  the  Soviet  Union  the  full 
rights  to  which  their  government  has 
committed  itself  under  international 
agreements,  including  freedom  of  as- 
sembly, freedom  of  worship,  national  ex- 
pression, and  the  right  to  leave  one's 
country  and  return.  Specifically,  we 
want  to  see  the  release  of  all  political 
prisoners.  Dozens  remain  imprisoned, 
including  two  Helsinki  monitors,  Lev 
Lukyanenko  and  Mykola  Matusevych. 
Well,  we  await  permission  for  all  long- 
term  refuseniks  to  leave.  For  all  long- 
term  refuseniks  we  look  forward  also  to 
the  repeal  of  unjust  laws  used  to  jail  dis- 
senters. And  I  believe  we  learned  yes- 
terday that  there  is  some  improvement 
coming  immediately  in  that  regard  in 
the  one  country  I  mentioned.  We  are, 
however,  concerned  by  two  new  laws, 
cited  by  Andrey  Sakharov  on  his  recent 
visit.  They  seem  to  step  backward, 
creating  additional  barriers  to  peaceful 
demonstrations  and  that  would  increase 
the  suppression  of  independent 
publications. 

One  of  the  most  important  emerging- 
forces  of  change  is  the  information  chal- 
lenge to  totalitarianism.  Greater  open- 
ness provides  not  just  greater 
opportunities  to  exercise  basic  human 
rights  but  also  greater  protection 
against  a  state  that  would  infringe  on 
those  rights.  And  in  this  regard,  Mos- 
cow's decision  to  stop  jamming  Radio 
Liberty  and  other  Western  broadcasts  is 
welcome  news. 

Economic  freedom  is  also  an  impor- 
tant corollary  of  human  rights.  The  time 
has  come  to  recognize  that  the  basic  eco- 
nomic rights  to  own,  use,  and  exchange 
property,  to  create  and  produce,  free  of 
state  control,  are  a  fundamental  part  of 
human  freedom  and  essential  compo- 
nents to  a  decent  and  humane  world  for 
all  peoples. 

Finally,  human  rights  is  inextrica- 
bly linked  to  the  issues  of  war  and  peace. 
Countries  that  violate  the  rights  of  their 
own  citizens  pose  a  threat  to  internation- 
al peace.  Moreover,  in  regarding  nations 
that  violate  human  rights,  we  should  be 
particularly  concerned  about  those  that 
are  expansionist  and  would  expand  the 
reach  of  tyranny  and  reduce  the  sum  of 
freedom  in  the  world. 


We  should  always  remember  that  to 
be  silent  on  the  violation  of  human  rights 
does  not  advance  the  cause  of  peace;  it 
does  not  improve  relations  or  promote  in- 
ternational stability.  It  does  just  the  op- 
posite. Silence  in  the  face  of  evil  is  a 
display  of  weakness  that  invites  aggres- 
sion. For  the  free  world  to  morally  dis- 
arm itself  would  be  the  most  vile  form  of 
appeasement.  Our  duty  is  to  speak  out, 
and  not  just  1  day  a  year  but  to  make 
sure  that  every  day  is  Human  Rights 
Day.  We  owe  this  to  the  people  of  the 
world,  but  also  we  owe  it  to  America,  to 
the  Founding  Fathers  whose  vision  of 
liberty  we've  seen  so  immeasurably 
blessed  by. 

What  defined  America,  what  gave 
our  nation  its  purpose  and  mission,  was, 
as  Abraham  Lincoln  put  it,  "something 
in  that  Declaration  of  Independence  giv- 
ing liberty,  not  alone  to  the  people  of  this 
country,  but  hope  to  the  world.  It  was 
that  which  gave  promise  that  in  due  time 
the  weights  would  be  lifted  from  the 
shoulders  of  all  men." 

Well,  I  thank  you,  and  God  bless  you 
for  all  that  you're  doing.  And  now  I  shall 
sign  the  proclamation. 

I'm  not  doing  an  encore,  but  just 
something  that  I  think  I'll  share  with 
you.  I've  shared  with  many  others.  If 
I've  told  it  to  you,  pretend  I  haven't.  But 
it's  a  letter  I  received  from  a  man  who 
called  something  to  my  attention  that  I'd 
never  thought  of.  He  said  you  can  go  to 
live  in  other  countries.  You  can  go  to  live 
in  France,  but  you  cannot  become  a 
Frenchman.  You  can  go  to  live  in  Ger- 
many or  Turkey  or  Japan,  but  you  cannot 
become  a  German,  a  Turk,  or  a  Japa- 
nese. But  anyone,  from  any  corner  of  the 
world,  can  come  to  live  in  America  and 
become  an  American. 


HUMAN  RIGHTS  DAY, 
BILL  OF  RIGHTS  DAY,  AND 
HUMAN  RIGHTS  WEEK,  1988 

Proclamation  59211 

The  second  week  in  December  commemorates 
two  important  dates.  December  10  marks  the 
40th  anniversary  of  the  signing-  of  the  Univer- 
sal Declaration  of  Human  Rights,  and  Decem- 
ber 15  marks  the  date  almost  200  years  ago 
when,  in  1791,  the  first  10  amendments  to  the 
United  States  Constitution — our  Bill  of 
Rights — were  ratified. 

The  human  rights  we  regard  today  as  in- 
herent and  unalienable  were  by  no  means  uni- 
versally accepted  2  centuries  ago.  Such  rights 
as  freedom  of  worship,  speech,  assembly,  and 
the  press  were  just  beginning  to  be  asserted 
by  popular  movements  that  would  sweep  Eu- 
rope and  elsewhere  in  the  next  century.  The 
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United  States  thus  foreshadowed  and  fos- 
tered a  powerful  drive  to  improve  the  lot  of 
mankind  everywhere.  During  the  drafting  of 
our  Constitution,  Thomas  Jefferson  wrote 
that  "a  Bill  of  Rights  is  what  people  are 
entitled  to  against  every  government 
on  earth." 

Now,  200  years  later,  the  Universal  Dec- 
laration, enshrining  many  of  the  principles  of 
our  Founders,  has  become  that  worldwide  Bill 
of  Rights.  Elaborating  such  a  list  of  basic 
rights  was  one  of  the  first  tasks  undertaken 
by  the  new  United  Nations  Organization;  the 
Chair  of  the  drafting  committee  was  Eleanor 
Roosevelt,  who  was  later  nominated  for  a  No- 
bel Peace  Prize  for  this  work.  Urging  adop- 
tion of  the  Universal  Declaration,  then- 
Secretary  of  State  George  C.  Marshall  told 
the  United  Nations  that  "denials  of  basic  hu- 
man rights  lie  at  the  root  of  most  of  our  trou- 
bles. .  .  .  Governments  which  systematically 
disregard  the  rights  of  their  own  people,"  he 
said,  "are  not  likely  to  respect  the  rights  of 
other  nations  and  other  people."  He  called  for 
adoption  of  the  Universal  Declaration  as  "a 
standard  of  conduct  for  us  all." 

The  Universal  Declaration,  like  our  own 
Bill  of  Rights,  starts  from  the  premises  that 
civil  liberties  and  political  freedom  are  the 
birthright  of  all  mankind  and  that  all  of  us  are 
equal  in  the  eyes  of  the  law.  Like  our  own  Dec- 
laration of  Independence,  it  also  makes  the 
inescapable  connection  between  freedom,  hu- 
man rights,  and  government  by  the  consent  of 
the  governed. 

We  are  proud  that  the  truths  expressed 
by  our  Founding  Fathers — America's  source 
of  strength,  stability,  and  authority  for  more 
than  2  centuries — have  also  provided  a  stand- 
ard for  liberty  and  the  rule  of  law  emulated  in 
dozens  of  other  countries  as  well. 

Nevertheless,  many  individuals  and  na- 
tions do  not  enjoy  the  rights  enumerated  in 
our  Constitution  and  in  the  Universal  Decla- 
ration. Some  governments  voice  ringing  guar- 
antees but  fall  far  short  in  practice.  Some, 
such  as  Communist  regimes,  wrongly  subor- 
dinate fundamental  rights  to  other  goals. 
These  goals  are  often  defined  by  political 
groups  or  parties  that  claim  to  know  what  is 
best  for  the  individual  and  for  peoples  subject 
to  their  control.  Fundamental  goals — free 
elections  and  due  process — are  concepts  not 
welcomed  by  dictators  of  any  ideological  or 
political  stripe. 

Despite  this  entrenched  resistance  of  ty- 
rants to  practical  guarantees  of  liberty,  the 
Universal  Declaration  has  done  much  to  pro- 
mote observance  of  human  rights  around  the 
world.  Over  the  past  decade  in  particular  we 
have  seen  great  strides. 

As  we  move  toward  the  final  decade  of 
this  century,  we  can  truly  say  that  the  hero- 
ism, prayers,  and  sacrifices  of  countless  her- 
oes and  heroines  who  have  braved  threats  and 
persecution  in  the  long  struggle  for  human 
rights  have  produced  noteworthy  results.  But 
we  still  have  far  to  go.  We  must  and  will  dedi- 
cate ourselves  as  a  Nation  to  continue  this  ef- 
fort, and  to  stand  in  solidarity  with  those  who 
resist,  until  the  blessings  of  democracy,  free- 


dom, and  respect  for  human  dignity  are  as- 
sured throughout  the  world. 

Now,  Therefore  I,  Ronald  Reagan, 
President  of  the  United  States  of  America,  by 
virtue  of  the  authority  vested  in  me  by  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  do 
hereby  proclaim  December  10,  1988,  as  Hu- 
man Rights  Day,  and  December  15, 1988,  as 
Bill  of  Rights  Day,  and  I  call  upon  all  Ameri- 
cans to  observe  the  week  beginning  Decem- 
ber 10,  1988,  as  Human  Rights  Week. 

In  Witness  Whereof,  I  have  hereunto 
set  my  hand  this  8th  day  of  December,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  nineteen  hundren  and 
eighty-eight,  and  of  the  Independence  of  the 
United  States  of  America  the  two  hundred 
and  thirteenth. 

Ronald  Reagan 


AMBASSADOR  WALTERS 

The  Universal  Declaration  of  Human 
Rights  was  adopted  by  the  UN  General 
Assembly  on  December  10,  1948.  By  curi- 
ous coincidence,  as  a  young  officer,  I  was 
present  in  that  room  in  the  Palais  de 
Chaillot  where  the  United  Nations  was 
temporarily  sitting.  This  Universal  Dec- 
laration of  the  rights  of  man  is  the  char- 
ter document  of  the  United  Nations.  It 
was  conceived  to  set  common  standards 
for  all  peoples  and  all  nations.  The  pre- 
amble and  the  30  articles  that  follow  set 
forth  the  human  rights  and  the  funda- 
mental freedoms  to  which  all  men  and  all 
women  are  entitled,  no  matter  where 
they  may  live.  Today  many  of  the  UN  in- 
struments guarantee  human  rights  and 
express  our  central  convictions  on  what 
we  mean  by  individual  freedom  and  dig- 
nity. By  participating  in  the  United  Na- 
tions, we  can  strive  for  those  rights 
which  set  apart  all  individuals  and  unite 
all  of  us  for  the  common  good.  As  Ameri- 
cans we  are  particularly  proud  of  the 
role  Eleanor  Roosevelt  played  in  creat- 
ing the  UN  Declaration  of  Human 
Rights.  I  might  add  that  I  was  there  on 
the  day  when,  to  silence  Mr.  Vishinsky 
who  had  a  totally  different  concept  of 
human  rights  than  we  do,  Mrs.  Roose- 
velt quoted  a  Russian  proverb  which 
strengthened  her  argument.  Mr.  Vis- 
hinsky was  forced  to  be  silent  until  the 
next  morning  when  he  demanded  the 
floor  to  say  that  there  was  no  such  Rus- 
sian proverb. 

Just  a  few  weeks  ago,  our  First 
Lady,  Nancy  Reagan,  continued  in  the 
same  tradition.  Speaking  before  the 
Third  Committee  of  the  United  Nations 
in  the  Trusteeship  Hall,  she  sought  very 


forcefully  to  bring  the  world's  attention 
to  the  fact  that  there  is  a  terrible 
scourge  that  is  preying  on  mankind — the 
scourge  of  drugs  with  the  terrible  toll  it 
takes.  A  scourge  which  threatens  the  in- 
dividual's most  basic  rights  to  life,  liber- 
ty, and  security.  It  is  a  scourge  that 
tears  the  fabric  of  the  society  of  every 
country  in  the  world. 

Since  the  Declaration  of  Human 
Rights  was  proclaimed,  there  has  been 
considerable  progress  in  promoting  hu- 
man rights  and  the  fundamental  free- 
doms. We  recognize  that  much  has  been 
done,  but  we  recognize  that  a  great  deal 
more  has  to  be  done.  The  United  States 
was  instrumental  in  drawing  attention  to 
human  rights  violations  in  Guatemala. 
There  has  been  a  considerable  improve- 
ment in  the  situation  in  that  country 
since  this  matter  came  under  considera- 
tion. In  Chile,  during  the  years  that  the 
United  Nations  has  examined  the  situa- 
tion of  human  rights  there,  we  have  seen 
marked  improvements.  Last  October  the 
Government  of  Chile  voluntarily  con- 
ducted a  free  and  fair  plebiscite  which 
will  change  that  country's  political  sys- 
tem. I  would  suggest  the  world  might 
well  turn  its  attention  toward  Nicara- 
gua. It  is  rare;  a  country  advancing  to- 
ward obsolete  totalitarianism  while 
most  of  the  rest  of  Latin  America  is  mov- 
ing forward  toward  stable  and  enduring 
democracy. 

In  recent  years,  the  United  Nations 
has  called  attention  to  the  very  serious 
abuses  of  human  rights  in  Afghanistan 
and  Iran.  I  can't  say  that  there  has  been 
a  great  deal  of  improvement,  but  sum- 
mary executions  are  fewer  and  some 
prisoners  have  been  freed.  Neverthe- 
less, the  situation  is  far  from  satisfac- 
tory. In  the  Soviet  Union,  there  has 
been  some  progress;  the  Soviets  have 
been  very  conscious  of  the  fact  that  they 
have  a  very  bad  human  rights  image. 
Those  of  you  who  heard  Mr.  Gorbachev's 
speech  yesterday  know  that  he  made  a 
great  effort  to  escape  from  that  image. 
There  is  improvement  but  there  must  be 
a  great  deal  more.  With  regard  to  hu- 
man rights  in  Cuba:  For  2  years  the 
White  House  and  the  USUN  [U.S.  Mis- 
sion to  the  United  Nations]  delegation 
have  urged  the  United  Nations  to  under- 
take a  serious,  systematic  investigation 
into  the  situation  in  that  country.  It  is 
difficult  to  believe  that  for  more  than  27 
years,  with  this  enormous  series  of 
crimes  going  on  so  close  to  our  shores, 
nothing  was  done  within  international 
forums  to  rectify  these  problems.  We 
now  have  a  committee  in  Cuba  examin- 
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ing  the  situation  on  behalf  of  the  United 
Nations.  Castro  has  always  been  very 
sensitive  to  public  opinion.  Armando 
Valladares,  a  valued  defender  of  democ 
racy  who  was  interned  by  Castro  for 
more  than  22  years,  has  been  able  to  do 
much  on  behalf  of  human  rights  by  tell- 
ing his  own  story.  Furthermore,  we  see 
that  in  the  last  2  years,  since  we  began 
this  effort  in  the  United  Nations,  Castro 
has  released  800  prisoners;  prisoners 
which  he  had  once  claimed  were  not  im- 
prisoned. There  apparently  has  been,  for 
fear  of  exposure,  some  improvement  in 
the  condition  of  these  people.  However, 
the  apparatus,  the  equipment  is  still  in 
place,  and  after  the  committee  is  gone, 
Castro  may  well  try  and  fill  the  prisons 
again.  I  always  say  that  no  one  has  given 
Castro  full  credit  for  his  greatest 
achievement — he  has  made  Cuba  the 
largest  country  in  the  world.  The  admin- 
istration is  in  Havana,  the  government  is 
in  Moscow,  the  army  is  in  Africa,  and 
the  population  is  in  Florida. 

No  nation  in  the  United  Nations  has 
the  right  to  close  its  eyes  to  violations  of 
human  rights  or  to  say,  "Am  I  my  broth- 
ers keeper?"  That  was  Cain's  question, 
and  he  didn't  leave  a  favorable  mark  on 
the  remembrances  of  mankind.  But  I'm 
an  optimist.  I  think  if  we  look  at  the  sit- 
uation in  the  longer  term,  we  can  see 
that  ever  since  we  came  out  of  the  caves 
the  whole  flow  of  human  history  has 
been  toward  greater  dignity  and  free- 
dom for  human  beings.  Many  dictators 
and  tyrants  have  stopped  that  tempo- 
rarily. None  has  ever  stopped  it  perma- 
nently, and  these  medieval  tyrannies 
masquerading  in  the  clothing  of  modern 
progressive  social  movements  will  not 
escape  the  inexorable  laws  of  history.  We 
will  not  swerve,  we  will  not  faulter,  we 
will  not  turn  back  in  the  struggle  for  hu- 
man freedom.  Threats  to  human  rights 
are  widespread.  Every  one  of  us  knows 
the  situation  in  South  Africa  today:  95% 
of  the  population  is  denied  its  fundamen- 
tal rights.  It  is  an  incredible  situation  to 
be  occurring  in  the  20th  century.  People 
still  uphold  the  doctrine  that  a  man  or  a 
woman's  place  in  life  should  be  fixed  by 
the  color  of  their  skin,  the  color  of  their 
hair,  or  the  coloring  of  their  eyes.  If 
there  weren't  so  much  suffering  in- 
volved, this  would  almost  be  an  "opera 
buffa"  situation.  But  there  is  a  great  deal 
of  suffering. 


Such  abuses  of  human  rights  unfor- 
tunately will  continue,  and  we,  as  the 
largest  and  strongest  of  the  free  nations 
in  the  world,  must  remain  vigilant  and 
watchful.  We  must  be  at  all  times  ready 
within  the  United  Nations  to  insist  on 
respect  for  these  rights  which  are  guar- 
anteed in  one  of  the  first  documents  pro- 
duced by  the  United  Nations. 

The  international  community  must 
be  unceasingly  reminded  of  the  need  for 
vigilance,  the  need  for  the  courage  to 
speak  out.  You  may  be  sure  that  in  the 
United  Nations,  the  United  States  will 
continue  to  provide  that  kind  of  leader- 
ship and  that  we  will  point  out  violations 
of  human  rights  wherever  committed,  by 
whomever  committed,  and  whenever 
committed.  These  threats,  as  I  say,  will 


continue,  and  we,  above  all,  as  one  of  the 
United  Nations'  most  influential  mem- 
bers, as  its  founding  father,  have  a  par- 
ticular duty  to  speak  up  and  to  draw 
attention  to  these  matters.  We  are  a 
country  that  has  an  enormous  population 
of  minorities  from  all  over  the  world.  In 
New  York  yesterday,  I  saw  Estonians 
and  Armenians,  Lithuanians  and  Lat- 
vians in  the  streets  who  felt  their  human 
rights  have  been  violated.  You  may  be 
sure  that  we  will  not  rest  as  long  as 
there  are  violations  of  human  rights.  We 
will  speak  up  whatever  the  conse- 
quences, no  matter  how  popular  or  un- 
popular our  speaking  up  may  prove.  We 
will  not  swerve  from  this  course.  We 


U.S.  Supports  Human  Rights 
Conference  in  Moscow 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 

JAN.  4,  19891 

President  Reagan  has  authorized  the 
U.S.  delegation  in  Vienna  to  support, 
in  cooperation  with  like-minded  allies, 
U.S.  participation  in  an  agreed  sched- 
ule of  Conference  on  Security  and  Co- 
operation in  Europe  (CSCE)  follow-on 
conferences  dealing  with  human  rights. 
The  first  conference  will  be  in  Paris  in 
1989,  the  second  in  Copenhagen  in  1990, 
and  the  third  is  scheduled  for  Moscow 
in  1991. 

The  President  decided  to  agree  to 
this  schedule,  including  the  Moscow 
conference,  as  a  means  of  encouraging 
continuation  of  the  significant  progress 
in  human  rights  that  has  taken  place  in 
the  Soviet  Union  over  the  past  :->  years. 
That  progress  has  included  the  release 
of  hundreds  of  political  prisoners  and 
exit  permission  for  many  people  long- 
refused  the  right  to  emigrate.  Emigra- 
tion rates  from  the  Soviet  Union  are 
substantially  higher,  and  jamming  of 
the  Voice  of  America,  Radio  Liberty, 
and  other  Western  broadcasts  has 
ceased.  New  laws  respecting  individual 


liberties  have  been  promised  to  the 
world  by  President  Gorbachev  in  his  re- 
cent speech  to  the  United  Nations. 

Such  new  laws — the  institutional- 
ization of  reform — are  crucial,  and  the 
President  recognizes  that  there  is  much 
yet  to  be  done  in  the  Soviet  Union  be- 
fore that  nation  meets  acceptable  and 
universal  human  rights  standards.  We 
will  make  it  clear  to  the  Soviet  Union 
that  the  lack  of  future  and  institu- 
tionalized progress  or  a  reversal  of  prog- 
ress made  to  date  will  cause  us  to 
reconsider  our  decision  to  attend  a 
Moscow  conference  in  1991.  At  present 
we  believe  that  Western  concurrence  in 
principle  in  such  a  Moscow  conference 
may  be  the  best  way  to  encourage  and 
support  future  improvement  in  Soviet 
human  rights  performance.  The  Soviet 
Union  now  has  a  unique  opportunity  to 
take  further  action  to  demonstrate  its 
continuing  and  irreversible  commitment 
to  achieve  commonly  accepted  human 
rights  standards. 


■Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Jan.  9,  1989. 
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will  insist  on  the  respect  by  all  nations  in 
the  United  Nations  for  this  very  funda- 
mental human  right — this  right  to  be 
free.  We  will  continue  to  struggle,  to  en- 
courage to  defend,  and  to  help  all  of 
those  who  are  fighting  against  the  viola- 
tion of  their  rights.  Human  rights  have 
been  precious  to  Americans  since  before 
we  were  free.  We  have  been  and  we  will 
be  unremitting  in  our  defense  of  those 
rights,  not  just  for  ourselves  but  for  all 
people  everywhere  and  always.  We  have 
fought  four  great  wars  in  this  century 
and  every  one  of  them  was  intimately 
connected  with  defending  the  human 
rights  of  peoples.  Our  voice  will  never  be 
silent  while  those  rights  are  threatened 
regardless  of  who  is  threatening  or 
where  that  threat  takes  place.  The  torch 
we  will  hold  high.  We  will  keep  it  bright- 
ly burning,  and  we  will  never  yield  to 
those  who  would  crush  the  human  spirit 
nor  to  those  who  believe  they  have  a 
right  to  violate  human  rights. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Dee.  12,  1988. 


Libyan  Planes 
Downed 


DEFENSE  DEPARTMENT 

STATEMENT, 
JAN.  4,  1989 

At  about  5:00  a.m.  EST  (1000  GMT) 
today,  two  Libyan  MiG-23  Flogger  air- 
craft were  shot  down  by  two  U.S.  Navy 
F-14  Tomcat  aircraft  operating  over  in- 
ternational waters  in  the  Mediterranean 
Sea.  The  shootdown  occurred  north 
northeast  of  al-Bumbah  military  airfield 
on  the  northern  coast  of  Libya. 

The  Navy  aircraft  were  operating 
from  the  aircraft  carrier  U.S.S.  John  F. 
Kennedy,  which  was  conducting  routine 
operations  in  the  Mediterranean  Sea  as 
part  of  the  U.S.  6th  Fleet. 

The  Libyan  aircraft  approached  the 
U.S.  Navy  aircraft  in  a  hostile  manner 
over  international  waters,  and  the  Navy 
aircraft,  acting  in  self-defense,  fired  air- 
to-air  missiles,  downing  both  Libyan  air- 
craft. Two  parachutes  were  observed. 


SECRETARY  CARLUCCI, 
JAN.  4,  1989 

The  Chairman  [of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  Adm.  William  Crowe]  and  I  are 
here  to  present  the  facts  of  the  Libyan 
incident,  as  we  understand  them  at  this 
point;  and  let  me  emphasize  that.  These 
are  preliminary  reports,  and  prelimi- 
nary reports  are  never  100%  accurate. 
There  are  always  changes  in  detail.  But 
in  the  interest  of  getting  to  the  Ameri- 
can public  and  the  world  in  general  the 
information  that  we  have,  we're  going 
to  present  a  statement  based  on  that 
information,  but  I  urge  you  to  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  preliminary  re- 
ports sometimes  do  change. 

This  morning  at  about  5:00  a.m. 
Eastern  Standard  Time,  or  12:00  a.m. 
local  time  in  the  Mediterranean,  two 


Libyan  MiG-23  aircraft  were  shot  down 
in  self-defense  by  American  F-14s  with 
air-to-air  missiles.  Two  parachutes  were 
sighted,  and  a  Libyan  search-and- 
rescue  helicopter  was  later  detected 
headed  for  the  area.  The  U.S.  Navy 
aircraft  were  operating  from  the  air- 
craft carrier  U.S.S.  John  F.  Kennedy, 
which  was  off  the  southwest  tip  of 
Crete  and  about  127  miles  north  of  To- 
bruk,  Libya. 

At  the  time  of  the  incident,  both 
the  ship  and  its  aircraft  were  conduct- 
ing training  operations  in  international 
waters.  The  two  F-14s  were  providing 
combat  air  patrol  approximately 
50  miles  south  of  the  Kennedy,  which  is 
some  70  miles  north  of  the  northeast 
Libyan  coast.  The  MiG  aircraft  were 
detected  shortly  after  they  left  al- 
Bumbah  at  about  4:50  a.m.  EST  and 
were  tracked  as  they  closed  the  two 
F-14  aircraft.  The  F-14  pilots  maneu- 
vered to  avoid  the  closing  aircraft. 
They  changed  speed,  altitude,  and  di- 
rection. The  Libyan  aircraft  continued 
to  close  in  a  hostile  manner.  At  about 
14  miles,  the  U.S.  section  leader  de- 
cided his  aircraft  were  in  jeopardy,  and 
they  could  wait  no  longer.  One  MiG-23 
was  shot  down  with  a  Sparrow  missile. 
The  second  MiG  was  shot  down  by  a 
Sidewinder  missile  at  6  miles. 

These  6th  Fleet  ships  and  aircraft 
were  operating  in  international  waters 
and  international  airspace  at  the  time 
of  the  incident  and  posed  no  threat  to 
Libya.  These  routine  operations  are  of 
the  same  type  that  have  been  con- 
ducted in  the  same  area  many  times  in 
the  past.  The  6th  Fleet  operations  have 
no  connection  whatsoever  with  Libya's 
newly  constructed  chemical  facility. 
These  operations,  which  were  con- 
ducted over  600  miles  northeast  of  the 
plant,  had  nothing  to  do  whatsoever 
with  that  plant.  We  now  consider  this 
matter  closed.  ■ 
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Libya's  Chemical  Weapons  Plant 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
JAN.  1,  1989' 

We  have  discussed  with  a  number  of 
governments,  including  but  not  limited 
to  the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany, 
the  serious  danger  posed  by  Libya's 
chemical  warfare  program.  We  and 
other  governments  are  seeking  to  deny 
Libya  the  foreign  assistance  we  believe 
is  essential  for  full  development  of  this 
capability. 

With  regard  to  West  Germany,  we 
are  confident  that  it  is  taking  the  infor- 
mation we  have  provided  very  seriously 
and  is  investigating  fully.  It  has,  in  the 
past  year,  vigorously  pursued  and  pros- 
ecuted such  cases.  Stemming  from  an 
investigation  that  began  in  November 


1987,  the  West  German  Government 
and  public  prosecutors  currently  are 
looking  into  the  activities  of  companies 
believed  to  have  helped  in  the  construc- 
tion of  chemical  warfare  facilities  in 
Iraq.  Like  the  United  States,  the 
Federal  Republic  of  Germany  is  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Australian  group  which 
seeks  to  prevent  the  proliferation  of 
chemical  weapons. 

With  regard  to  the  Libyan  chemical 
warfare  program,  we  understand  that 
the  appropriate  German  authorities  are 
still  conducting  their  investigations.  As 
with  other  countries  with  which  we 
have  talked  regarding  this  problem, 
this  is  an  on-going  matter.  West  Ger- 
many has  also  announced  that  it  is  re- 


viewing its  export  control  laws.  We 
understand  that  an  interim  report  on 
this  subject  will  be  presented  to  the 
cabinet  soon. 

For  our  part,  the  United  States  has 
provided  interested  countries  informa- 
tion available  to  us.  We  believe  this  in- 
formation is  conclusive  with  regard  to 
the  activities  of  various  foreign  firms  in 
the  Libyan  chemical  warfare  program. 
Of  course,  whether  such  activities  are 
illegal,  and  the  role  of  our  information 
on  any  legal  proceedings,  depends  on 
the  existing  national  laws  affecting  such 
activities.  Our  dialogue  with  the  West 
German  and  other  governments  on  this 
matter  is  continuing. 


■Read  to  news  correspondents  by  De- 
partment deputy  spokesman  Phyllis 
Oakley.  ■ 


U.S.  Oil  Companies  Authorized  to  Resume  Operations  in  Libya 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
JAN.  19,  19891 

The  President  has  authorized  the  De- 
partment of  the  Treasury  to  modify  the 
special  licenses  of  American  oil  compa- 
nies operating  in  Libya. 

In  1986,  when  the  United  States 
imposed  broad  trade  sanctions  against 
Libya,  the  Department  of  the  Treasury 
authorized  American  oil  companies  op- 
erating in  Libya  to  negotiate  standstill 
agreements  with  the  Libyan  Govern- 
ment. Those  agreements  provided  for  a 
suspension  of  company  operations  in 
Libya  to  protect  the  companies  from 
charges  of  default  on  their  contractual 
obligations  to  work  their  concessions  in 
Libya.  The  1986  standstill  agreements 
expire  June  30,  1989. 


The  President's  decision  has  been 
taken  to  protect  U.S.  interests.  It  will 
eliminate  the  significant  financial  wind- 
fall which  Libya  has  been  receiving  un- 
der the  1986  standstill  agreements  by 
marketing  the  U.S.  oil  companies' 
equity  shares  of  oil  liftings.  It  also  pro- 
tects the  U.S.  oil  companies  from  a  po- 
tential breach  of  contract  claim,  under 
which  the  Libyan  Government  might 
otherwise  attempt  to  seize  the  oil  com- 
panies' assets  in  Libya  and  withdraw 
the  companies'  concession  rights  there. 
The  effect  of  the  decision  will  be  to 
permit  the  U.S.  oil  companies,  subject 
to  the  restrictions  on  trade  and  travel 
which  remain  in  effect,  to  resume  their 
operations  in  Libya,  transfer  operations 
to  foreign  subsidiaries,  or  sell  their 
assets. 


The  U.S.  trade  embargo  against 
Libya  and  the  freeze  of  Libyan  assets 
in  the  United  States,  which  were  re- 
newed January  7,  1989,  for  1  year,  re- 
main in  effect,  as  do  the  bans  on  travel- 
related  transactions  and  the  use  of  U.S. 
passports  for  travel  to  Libya. 

This  decision  does  not  represent  a 
change  in  the  attitude  of  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment toward  Libya.  We  remain 
deeply  concerned  about  Qadhafi's  con- 
tinued support  for  terrorism  and  sub- 
version as  well  as  Libyan  efforts  to 
develop  a  chemical  weapon  capability. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Jan.  23,  1989. 
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Territorial  Sea  of 
the  United  States 


PROCLAMATION  5928, 
Dec.  27,  19881 

International  law  recognizes  that  coastal 
nations  may  exercise  sovereignty  and  juris- 
diction over  their  territorial  seas. 

The  territorial  sea  of  the  United  States 
is  a  maritime  zone  extending  beyond  the 
land  territory  and  internal  waters  of  the 
United  States  over  which  the  United 
States  exercises  sovereignty  and  jurisdic- 
tion, a  sovereignty  and  jurisdiction  that  ex- 
tend to  the  airspace  over  the  territorial 
sea,  as  well  as  to  its  bed  and  subsoil. 

Extension  of  the  territorial  sea  by  the 
United  States  to  the  limits  permitted  by 
international  law  will  advance  the  national 
security  and  other  significant  interests  of 
the  United  States. 

Now,  Therefore,  I  Ronald  Reagan, 
by  the  authority  vested  in  me  as  President 
by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  of 
America,  and  in  accordance  with  interna- 
tional law,  do  hereby  proclaim  the  exten- 
sion of  the  territorial  sea  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  the  Commonwealth  of 
Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  American  Samoa,  the 
United  States  Virgin  Islands,  the  Common- 
wealth of  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands, 
and  any  other  territory  or  possession  over 
which  the  United  States  exercises 
sovereignty. 

The  territorial  sea  of  the  United  States 
henceforth  extends  to  12  nautical  miles 
from  the  baselines  of  the  United  States  de- 
termined in  accordance  with  international 
law. 

In  accordance  with  international  law, 
as  reflected  in  the  applicable  provisions  of 
the  19X2  United  Nations  Convention  on  the 
Law  of  the  Sea,  within  the  territorial  sea 
of  the  United  States,  the  ships  of  all  coun- 
tries enjoy  the  right  of  innocent  passage 
and  the  ships  and  aircraft  of  all  countries 
enjoy  the  right  of  transit  passage  through 
international  straits. 

Nothing  in  the  Proclamation: 

(a)  extends  or  otherwise  alters  existing 
Federal  or  State  law  or  any  jurisdiction, 
rights,  legal  interests,  or  obligations  de- 
rived therefrom;  or 

'In  impairs  the  determination,  in 
accordance  with  international  law,  of  any 
maritime  boundary  of  the  United  States 
with  a  foreign  jurisdiction. 

In  Witness  Whereof,  I  have  here- 
unto set  my  hand  this  twenty-seventh  day 
of  December,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  nine- 
teen hundred  and  eighty-eight,  and  of  the 
Independence  of  the  United  States  of 
America  the  two  hundred  and  thirteenth. 

Ronald  Reagan 


Soviet  troops  withdraw  on  their  way  north  from  Jalalabad. 

Afghanistan: 

Soviet  Occupation  and  Withdrawal 


'Text   from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Jan.  1,  1989. 


The  following  report  was  prepared  by 
the  Bureau  of  Intelligence  and  Re- 
search as  part  of  an  annual  series  of 
Special  Reports  on  the  situation  in 
Afghanistan. 


Introduction  and  Summary 

Although  1988  has  proven  to  be  a  wat- 
ershed year,  the  bloody  conflict  in 
Afghanistan  continues.  Protracted  UN- 
sponsored  negotiations  concluded  in 
Geneva  with  the  April  14  signing  of 
an  accord  between  Afghanistan  and 
Pakistan;  the  U.S.S.R.  and  the  United 
States  signed  as  guarantors.  On  May 
15,  in  compliance  with  the  Geveva 
agreement,  the  Soviets  began  to  with- 
draw their  troops  from  Afghanistan;  by 
mid- August,  they  withdrew  about  one- 
half  of  their  forces.  The  shift  of  military 
momentum  toward  the  resistance,  or 
mujahidin,  probably  is  irreversible. 
Under  the  impact  of  these  develop- 
ments, the  demoralization  of  the  Soviet- 
backed  regime  in  Kabul  has 
accelerated. 

If  the  Soviet  Union  carries  out  its 
obligation  to  withdraw  all  of  its  troops 
by  February  15,  1989,  the  ninth  year 


will  be  the  last  year  of  the  Soviet  occu- 
pation of  Afghanistan.  Soviet  General 
Secretary  Mikhail  Gorbachev  concluded 
that  Soviet  involvement  in  Afghanistan 
was  a  "bleeding  wound"  and  worked 
steadily  to  end  it.  His  decision  was  un- 
doubtedly influenced  by  a  number  of 
considerations:  By  1987  the  mujahidin 
had  fought  the  Soviet/regime  forces  to 
a  stalemate;  Moscow's  Afghan  policy 
had  alienated  it  from  the  Islamic,  West- 
ern, and  nonaligned  countries;  and  the 
Soviets  failed  to  find  a  client  leader  in 
Kabul  who  could  capture  the  loyalty  of 
the  Afghan  people.  Furthermore,  more 
than  5  million  Afghans,  approximately 
one-third  of  the  country's  prewar  popu- 
lation, remained  in  Pakistan  and  Iran 
as  refugees.  Systematic  terror  bomb- 
ings, aerial  bombardment,  and  cross- 
border  shelling  failed  to  end  Pakistan's 
support  for  the  Afghan  resistance. 

The  December  1987  summit  be- 
tween President  Reagan  and  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev  in  Washington; 
a  final  shuttle  trip  to  Pakistan, 
Afghanistan,  and  Iran  by  UN  nego- 
tiator Diego  Cordovez  in  January  1988; 
and  Gorbachev's  February  8,  1988,  an- 
nouncement of  his  withdrawal  decision 
set  the  stage  for  the  final  round  of 
UN-sponsored  Geneva  negotiations 
which  had  begun  in  1982.  The  parties 
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gathered  in  Geneva  for  the  last  time  in 
early  March.  After  2  months  of  negotia- 
tions, an  agreement  was  signed  on 
April  14,  1988,  to  become  effective  on 
May  15:  The  U.S.S.R.  would  withdraw 
one-half  of  its  forces  by  August  15  and 
the  remainder  by  February  15,  1989. 
Afghanistan  and  Pakistan  agreed  not  to 
interfere  in  each  other's  internal  affairs. 

The  first  phase  of  the  Soviet  with- 
drawal was  followed  by  a  series  of  re- 
gime military  reverses;  Soviet  troops 
subsequently  have  intervened  to  pre- 
vent mujahidin  capture  of  key  towns 
and  cities.  In  late  October,  the 
U.S.S.R.  introduced  sophisticated  air- 
craft and  surface-to-surface  missiles 
into  the  conflict  and  stated  that  it 
would  suspend  the  commencement  of 
its  final  phase  of  withdrawal.  Never- 
theless, the  Soviets  are  obligated  to 
withdraw  the  remainder  of  their  forces 
by  February  15,  1989. 

Most  observers  believe  that  the 
Najibullah  regime  will  not  long  survive 
the  Soviet  departure.  It  already  has  be- 
gun to  unravel  as  party  desertions  in- 
crease and  factionalism  intensifies  with 
each  group  blaming  the  other  for  the 
looming  crisis.  In  efforts  to  persuade 
elements  of  the  resistance  to  join  in  a 
"national  reconciliation"  coalition  gov- 
ernment, Najibullah  and  his  "nonparty" 
prime  minister,  Hassan  Sharq,  steadily 
reduced  the  role  of  People's  Democratic 
Party  of  Afghanistan  (PDPA)  members 
in  the  Kabul  government,  offered  top 
government  jobs  to  resistance  comman- 
ders, and  promised  more  autonomy  to 
ethnic  minority  groups.  However,  the 
resistance  remains  unimpressed  and  un- 
interested in  any  such  coalition. 

Faced  with  an  increasingly  unsta- 
ble situation,  Moscow  dispatched 
First  Deputy  Foreign  Minister  Yuliy 
Vorontsov  to  Kabul  as  Ambassador  in 
October.  A  party  purge  and  subsequent 
exiling  of  Khalq  faction  leader  Gulabzoi 
as  Ambassador  to  Moscow  were 
intended  to  remove  opponents  of  com- 
promise and  "national  reconciliation" 
while  trying  to  calm  factional  strife 
within  the  PDPA.  It  remains  unclear 
whether  the  Soviets  are  willing  or  able 
to  force  the  PDPA  to  step  aside  and 
transfer  power  peacefully  to  an  interim 
government.  If  not,  both  party  and  gov- 
ernment are  destined  to  disappear  in 
the  wake  of  eventual  military  defeat. 

The  shape  of  a  post-Najibullah  gov- 
ernment has  not  yet  emerged,  but  the 
mujahidin  should  play  a  central  role. 
The  United  Nations  continues  efforts  to 
provide  for  a  peaceful  transfer  of  power 
and  to  arrange  for  an  "interim  govern- 


ment." There  have  been  a  number  of 
suggested  scenarios  for  a  transitional 
government,  including  a  proposal  an- 
nounced by  the  Resistance  Alliance  in 
Peshawar  on  October  31.  The  alliance 
proposed  holding  elections  inside 
Afghanistan  for  a  large,  representative 
assembly  (shura)  that  would  elect  a 
new  head  of  state  and  approve  a  new 
interim  government.  The  initiation  of 
direct  talks  between  Soviet  and  re- 
sistance representatives  in  Taif,  Saudi 
Arabia,  in  early  December  was  a  land- 
mark development  that  could  lead  to  a 
political  settlement. 

A  restoration  of  peace,  accom- 
panied by  a  change  in  government, 
would  result  in  the  return  of  millions  of 
refugees.  Under  the  leadership  of  the 
UN  coordinator  for  Afghan  relief, 
Sadruddin  Aga  Khan,  efforts  for  re- 
settlement and  reconstruction  of 
Afghanistan's  shattered  infrastructure 
have  begun. 

The  Soviet  Decision  To  Withdraw 

Following  the  direction  of  the  U.S.- 
U.S.S.R.  summit  in  late  1987,  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev  announced  Febru- 
ary 8  Moscow's  decision  to  with- 
draw Soviet  military  forces  from 
Afghanistan.  The  statement  climaxed  a 
long  and  difficult  decisionmaking  proc- 
ess that  had  taken  almost  3  years. 
The  Soviet  leadership  recognized  that 
there  could  be  no  military  solution  in 
Afghanistan  without  a  massive  increase 


in  their  military  commitment.  In  the 
end,  Moscow  was  unwilling  to  provide 
the  necessary  support  to  win  militarily, 
and  there  was  no  realistic  alternative 
to  cutting  losses  and  withdrawing. 

Domestically,  the  war  had  aggra- 
vated economic  and  social  strains,  and 
mounting  casualties  had  led  to  wide- 
spread popular  dismay.  By  withdraw- 
ing, Moscow  also  hoped  to  further  its 
international  image,  including  improv- 
ing its  relations  with  the  United  States, 
the  West,  the  People's  Republic  of 
China  (P.R.C.),  and  the  Islamic  world. 
The  pullout  also  was  consistent  with 
Gorbachev's  overall  domestic  and  for- 
eign policies.  The  Soviets  consider  a 
settlement,  along  with  the  INF  [Inter- 
mediate-Range Nuclear  Forces]  Treaty, 
as  a  victory  for  Gorbachev's  "new  think- 
ing." Subsequently,  Gorbachev  has 
stated  that  the  Afghan  settlement  is  a 
model  for  other  regional  conflicts. 

Gorbachev's  Offer 

The  modalities  of  the  withdrawal  of- 
fered by  Gorbachev  in  his  February  8 
statement  included: 

•  Beginning  Soviet  troop  with- 
drawal on  May  15  provided  the  accords 
were  signed  by  March  15; 

•  Withdrawing  in  10  months  or  less; 

•  Agreeing  that  withdrawing  the 
bulk  of  the  troops  early  in  the  process 
(frontloading)  could  be  addressed  in  the 
negotiations;  and 

•  Expecting  an  end  to  "outside  in- 
terference" in  Afghanistan. 


Secretary  Shultz  meets  with  Afghan  resistance  delegation  on  November  9,  1988.  From 
left  to  right:  Masood  Khalili,  Din  Mohammed,  resistance  spokesman  Burhanuddin 
Rabbani,  Mohammed  VVaziri,  Mohammed-Saljookie,  Eshan  Jan  Areef,  Najibullah 
Lafraie,  and  Abdul  Rahim. 
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Gorbachev  specifically  stated  that 
the  establishment  of  a  transitional  gov- 
ernment was  "purely  an  internal 
Afghan  issue"  that  was  not  linked  to 
the  Soviet  withdrawal.  He  added  that 
Moscow  would  not  participate  in  talks 
on  that  issue.  Gorbachev  also  avoided 
attacks  on  the  United  States  and 
Pakistan,  and  seemed — as  Foreign  Min- 
ister Eduard  Shevardnadze  had  during 
his  visit  to  Kabul  in  January — to  pre- 
pare domestic  audiences  for  possible 
fighting  in  Afghanistan  after  Soviet 
troops  were  withdrawn.  He  especially 
praised  Soviet  soldiers  who  served  in 
Afghanistan — a  theme  he  would  return 
to  during  the  19th  Party  Congress  and 
the  Moscow  summit  in  the  summer. 


The  Geneva  Negotiations 

Although  Gorbachev  implied  that  the 
U.S.S.R.  could  make  a  unilateral  with- 
drawal, Moscow  preferred  an  interna- 
tional agreement  that  would  provide 
for  an  "honorable  withdrawal"  and  for 
some  form  of  commitment  by  Pakistan 
and  the  United  States  assuring  the 
safety  of  departing  Soviet  troops. 
Moscow  left  open  the  option  of  a  nego- 
tiated pullout  from  the  early  days  of  its 
occupation  of  Afghanistan.  It  partici- 
pated to  a  limited  extent  in  every  ses- 
sion of  the  UN-sponsored  indirect 
negotiations  in  Geneva  since  their  in- 
ception in  June  1982. 

The  Final  Round 

The  final  round  of  Afghan  talks  began 
in  Geneva  on  March  2.  It  was  preceded 
by  a  21-day  shuttle  trip  to  Afghanistan, 


Pakistan,  and  Iran,  in  late  January  and 
early  February,  by  UN  negotiator  Di- 
ego Cordovez,  during  which  he  claimed 
to  have  achieved  "virtual  agreement"  on 
all  aspects  of  an  accord.  As  in  the  past, 
the  concluding  negotiations  were  con- 
ducted as  proximity  talks  with  Cor- 
dovez shuttling  between  the  Republic  of 
Afghanistan  Foreign  Minister,  Abdul 
Wakil,  and  Pakistan's  Minister  of  State 
for  Foreign  Affairs,  Zain  Noorani.  Rep- 
resentatives from  the  U.S.S.R.  and 
the  United  States  were  consulted 
frequently. 

Despite  quick  agreement  on  some 
key  points,  including  the  timetable  and 
frontloading,  the  talks  proved  to  be  dif- 
ficult. Pakistan,  representing  the  inter- 
ests of  the  Afghan  resistance,  wanted 
the  Najibullah  regime  to  be  replaced  by 
an  interim  government  before  the  ac- 
cords were  initialed.  Eventually  it  was 


74 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/March  1989 


SOUTH  ASIA 


agreed  that  Cordovez  privately  would 
pursue  the  transitional  government 
issue  after  the  negotiated  accords 
were  signed.  Pakistan  also  questioned 
whether  the  U.S.S.R.  should  continue 
supplying  lethal  aid  to  its  clients  in 
Kabul  during  the  withdrawal. 

The  United  States  was  extremely 
concerned  about  the  latter  issue.  Dur- 
ing the  negotiating  process,  the  United 
States  maintained  that  it  would  pursue 
a  policy  of  symmetry  regarding  further 
supplies  to  the  mujakidin,  and  made 
clear  in  a  statement  to  the  accord  that: 
"Should  the  Soviet  Union  exercise  re- 
straint in  providing  military  assistance 
to  parties  in  Afghanistan,  the  U.S.  sim- 
ilarly will  exercise  restraint." 

Meanwhile,  Kabul's  representative, 
Foreign  Minister  Wakil,  seemed  to  per- 
ceive that  a  Geneva  agreement  would 
sound  the  regime's  death  knell.  He 
presented  various  obstacles  to  the 
accords  by  refusing  to  recognize  the 
Afghanistan-Pakistan  frontier — the 
Durand  Line — as  the  international 
boundary  between  the  two  countries. 

Apparently  impatient  with  Kabul's 
stalling,  Gorbachev  called  Najibullah  to 
Tashkent  for  consultations.  On  April  7, 
immediately  following  the  meeting, 
Najibullah  and  Gorbachev  released  an 
eight-point  statement  announcing  their 
joint  willingness  to  sign  the  Afghan 
accord.  The  following  day  Cordovez 
announced  that  a  settlement  was  immi- 
nent; Secretary  of  State  George  Shultz 
and  Soviet  Foreign  Minister  Shev- 
ardnadze proceeded  to  Geneva 
and  the  agreements  were  signed  on 
April  14  by  the  Governments  of  Paki- 
stan and  Afghanistan,  with  the 
U.S.S.R.  and  the  United  States 
serving  as  guarantors. 

Provisions  of  the  Accords 

The  four  instruments  of  the  accords 
contain  many  provisions.  These  include: 

•  An  agreement  by  Pakistan  and 
Afghanistan  to  respect  each  others' 
sovereignty  and  not  intervene  in  each 
others'  internal  affairs; 

•  An  agreement  by  the  United 
States  and  the  U.S.S.R.  to  "refrain 
from  any  form  of  interference  and 
intervention  in  the  internal  affairs"  of 
Afghanistan  and  Pakistan;  and 

•  The  stipulation  that  there  be  no 
discrimination  against  or  persecution  of 
returning  refugees. 

The  central  feature,  however,  and 
the  one  that  had  taken  years  to  negoti- 
ate, was  the  timetable  for  the  Soviet 
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troop  withdrawal:  The  Soviets  would 
begin  their  pullout  on  May  15  and 
would  have  one-half  of  their  troops  out 
by  August  15;  all  Soviet  troops  would 
be  out  by  February  15,  1989. 

In  signing  the  accords,  the  United 
States,  on  the  basis  of  understandings 
reached  with  the  Soviets,  reserved  the 
right  to  continue  to  provide  military 
assistance  to  parties  in  Afghanistan, 
while  stating  its  readiness  to  exercise 
restraint  if  the  Soviets  did  so.  The 
United  States  also  noted  that  its  role  as 
guarantor  did  not  imply  any  recognition 
of  the  regime  in  Kabul. 

However,  U.S.  hopes  for  the  Soviet 
restriction  of  military  assistance  to  the 
Kabul  regime  were  not  realized.  The 
Soviets  immediately  announced  that 
their  departing  troops  would  leave  be- 
hind equipment  and  military  facilities 
valued  at  more  that  $1  billion  and  on 
June  13,  publicly  reemphasized  their  in- 
tention to  continue  supplying  military 
hardware  to  the  Kabul  regime.  Sub-  * 
stantial  deliveries  of  military  equip- 
ment— including  tanks,  armored 
personnel  carriers,  and  aircraft — have 
continued  unabated  throughout  1988. 

Implementing  the  Accords 

The  agreement's  fourth  instrument  pre- 
sented a  procedure  for  monitoring  the 
accords.  Cordovez  was  instructed  to 
lend  his  "good  offices"  to  Pakistan  and 
Afghanistan  and  was  authorized  "such 
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personnel  under  his  authority  as  re- 
quired" to  investigate  possible  vio- 
lations. Fifty  military  officers,  drawn 
from  existing  UN  peacekeeping  opera- 
tions, were  seconded  to  Pakistan  and 
Afghanistan  under  the  command  of 
General  Rauli  Helminen  of  Finland. 
The  group,  known  as  the  UN  Good 
Offices  Mission  in  Afghanistan  and 
Pakistan  (UNGOMAP),  was  formally 
established  by  the  Secretary  General 
on  April  26  through  an  exchange  of  let- 
ters with  the  President  of  the  Security 
Council.  Pakistan  and  Afghanistan  pay 
operational  costs  while  the  United  Na- 
tions funds  travel  expenses,  equipment, 
and  salaries.  On  October  31,  the  Se- 
curity Council  voted  to  regularize 
UNGOMAP's  status  through  a  formal 
resolution. 

UNGOMAP  has  made  a  significant 
contribution  in  monitoring  the  Soviet 
withdrawal.  On  August  16,  it  certified 
that  the  U.S.S.R.  had  complied  with 
the  Geneva  accords  by  withdrawing 
one-half  of  its  troop  strength.  It  re- 
mains poised  to  oversee  the  final  with- 
drawal as  well. 

Under  the  accords,  reports  of  al- 
leged violations  are  submitted  to  the 
local  UNGOMAP  office  and  to  UN 
offices  in  Geneva;  they  are  to  be  dis- 
cussed by  the  two  countries  within  48 
hours  of  submission.  Since  the  accords 
have  been  in  effect,  Kabul  has  fre- 
quently accused  Pakistan  of  supporting 
the  mujakidin  in  violation  of  the  Gen- 
eva accords.  Pakistan  has  denied  such 
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charges  and,  for  its  part,  charged  that 
Afghan  terror  bombings,  shelling,  and 
aerial  bombardment  of  Pakistani  ter- 
ritory were  violations.  UNGOMAP  has 
not,  as  yet,  confirmed  any  allegations 
of  violations. 

The  Impact  of  Geneva  on  the  UN 
Annual  Resolution 

The  United  Nations  has  debated  the 
Afghanistan  issue  every  year  since 
1979,  condemning  the  Soviet  occupation 
by  a  generally  increasing  margin:  In 
1987,  the  42d  UN  General  Assembly 
vote  was  123  to  19  with  11  abstentions — 
a  record  vote.  This  year,  as  a  direct 
consequence  of  the  Geneva  accords  and 
the  completion  of  one-half  of  the  Soviet 
pullout,  the  parties  agreed  on  a  consen- 
sus resolution.  The  resolution  was 
passed  on  November  3  without  debate. 

The  consensus  resolution  specifi- 
cally states  that  the  situation  found  to- 
day in  Afghanistan  results  from  "the 
violation  of  principles  of  the  Charter  of 
the  United  Nations  and  of  the  recog- 
nized norms  of  inter-state  conduct."  It 
welcomes  the  Geneva  accords  and  calls 
on  all  parties  to  implement  them 
faithfully.  The  resolution  "notes  the 
continuing  process  of  withdrawal  of 
foreign  troops  from  Afghanistan  and 
expresses  its  expectation  that  the  with- 
drawal will  be  completed  in  accordance 
with  the  relevant  provisions  of  the  Gen- 
eva agreements."  It  further  calls  on  all 
foreign  powers  not  to  interfere  in 
Afghanistan's  internal  affairs  and  for 
the  establishment  of  a  "broad-based 
government." 

By  agreeing  to  the  resolution,  the 
Soviet  Union  reaffirmed  its  commit- 
ment to  fulfill  the  provision  of  the  Gen- 
eva accords,  specifically  the  removal  of 
its  troops  by  February  15.  The  resolu- 
tion also  makes  clear  that  foreign  (i.e., 
Soviet)  forces  are  responsible  for  the 
war  and  destruction  in  Afghanistan. 

Resistance  Opposition  to  the  Accords 

Peshawar's  seven  party  alliance,  the 
political  leadership  of  the  resistance, 
opposed  the  Geneva  talks  from  their  in- 
ception arguing  that  the  Kabul  regime 
is  illegitimate  and  has  no  authority  to 
engage  in  such  negotiations.  The  al- 
liance maintains  that  the  Afghan  con- 
flict can  be  settled  only  by  direct  talks 
between  itself  and  the  Soviets.  Further- 


more, the  alliance  was  concerned  that 
the  Geneva  accords  might  lead  to  di- 
minished military  support,  putting  it  at 
a  disadvantage  vis-a-vis  Kabul's  forces. 
On  April  16,  just  2  days  after  the  ac- 
cords were  signed,  the  Resistance  Al- 
liance sponsored  a  massive  rally  in 
Peshawar  to  register  its  displeasure. 
Resistance  spokesmen  vowed  to  con- 
tinue the  war  against  the  Najibullah 
regime. 


The  Military  Situation 


The  Soviet  withdrawal  decision,  which 
led  to  the  Geneva  accords,  was  influ- 
enced heavily  by  battlefield  events  in 
Afghanistan.  In  the  final  analysis, 
Moscow  deemed  the  overall  costs  of 
pursuing  a  military  solution  to  be  too 
high. 

Conflict  Dynamics 

From  the  beginning  the  U.S.S.R.  di- 
rected and  dominated  the  military 
effort.  During  the  first  8  years  of  the 
conflict,  Soviet  commanders  and  ad- 
visers orchestrated  virtually  all  mili- 
tary operations;  Soviet  airpower 
provided  the  mobility  and  firepower 
needed  to  apply  modern  counterin- 
surgency  tactics;  Soviet  spetsnaz 
(special  forces)  troops  ambushed 
mujahidin  supply  columns;  and  the  So- 
viets controlled  key  locations  and  facili- 
ties as  well  as  the  main  road  network. 

By  itself,  the  Kabul  regime  has 
never  been  able  to  mount  a  credible 
military  effort.  The  Afghan  army,  com- 
prised predominantly  of  conscripts,  is 
plagued  by  low  morale,  chronic  defec- 
tions to  the  mujahidin,  and  inadequate 
transportation  and  logistic  capabilities. 
Primarily  it  has  performed  garrison 
duty  and  participated  in  Soviet-planned 
sweep  operations.  Ministry  of  Interior 
security  troops,  members  of  the  Afghan 
secret  police  (KHAD,  later  known  as 
WAD),  and  other  special  units  have 
been  more  reliable  but  are  too  few  to 
tip  the  balance  against  the  mujahidin. 
The  U.S.S.R.  has  supplied  regime 
forces  with  great  amounts  of  modern 
equipment  in  hopes  of  creating  a  mili- 
tary capable  of  functioning  on  its  own 
after  the  Soviet  departure.  This  strat- 
egy does  not  address  the  fundamental 
problem,  however,  which  is  a  lack  of 
motivated  and  trained  Afghan  army 
personnel. 


Over  the  years  the  resistance 
steadily  built  up  a  hard-core  cadre  of 
experienced  commanders  capable  of 
planning  and  carrying  out  effective, 
though  limited,  military  operations. 
Consequently— until  the  Soviet  decision 
to  withdraw — the  war  was  character- 
ized by  periods  when  new  Soviet  equip- 
ment and  tactics  caused  the  mujahidin 
considerable  difficulty  followed  by  peri- 
ods of  mujahidin  adjustment  and  re- 
surgence. In  the  last  such  cycle,  the 
Soviets  used  improved  tactical  intel- 
ligence, spetsnaz,  and  helicopters  in  a 
concerted  assault  on  mujahidin  supply 
lines.  But  within  a  year,  resistance  lo- 
gistics were  moving  faster  than  ever. 

The  m ujahidin's  acquisition  of  sur- 
face-to-air missiles  (SAMs)  was  critical 
to  their  ability  to  counter  these  Soviet 
tactics.  Since  late  1986,  when  SAMs 
were  used  in  significant  numbers,  the 
mujahidin  were  able  to  move  without 
constant  fear  of  Soviet  helicopter  at- 
tacks. This  SAM  capability  soon  forced 
all  Soviet  aircraft  to  fly  higher  with 
much  less  effectiveness,  and  the  re- 
sistance supply  and  morale  situation 
improved  dramatically. 

Improved  Mujahidin  Position 

By  early  1988,  the  mujahidin  had 
seized  the  tactical  initiative.  Soviet 
troops  reacted  to  situations  created  by 
the  resistance  while  attempting  to 
breathe  life  into  the  moribund  Afghan 
army.  Important  changes  in  mujahidin 
strategy  during  the  year,  the  impact  of 
which  has  been  magnified  by  Soviet 
withdrawal,  underscore  this  basic 
change  in  battlefield  dynamics. 

First,  the  level  of  cooperation 
among  groups  fighting  inside  the  coun- 
try reached  unprecedented  levels. 
Mujahidin  commanders,  aware  of  the 
value  of  such  cooperation,  set  aside  pre- 
vious differences  and  suspicions  to 
achieve  the  common  goal  of  evicting  the 
Soviets  and  the  Najibullah  regime  in 
Kabul.  Operational  coordination  among 
commanders  representing  different  re- 
sistance parties  in  various  localities  has 
increased  markedly.  Moreover,  they 
have  shared  captured  supplies  as  well 
as  intelligence,  and  some  groups  have 
shared  fighters  for  given  operations, 
occasionally  dispatching  guerrilla  units 
from  one  region  to  another. 

Second,  in  mid-year,  mujahidin 
commanders  decided  to  avoid  costly 
frontal  assaults,  opting  instead  to  re- 
tain the  classic  guerrilla  strategy  of 
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surrounding,  isolating,  and  harassing 
garrisons  and  then  waiting  for  them  to 
fall.  In  many  cases,  this  tactic  has  in- 
cluded the  negotiated  surrender  of 
most  or  all  of  the  regime  defenders. 
Employing  such  tactics  against  heavily 
manned  regime  garrisons,  such  as 
Khowst,  put  increased  pressure  on 
their  manpower  resources.  Some 
mujahidin  commanders  did  not  attack 
departing  Soviet  formations,  preferring 
to  concentrate  on  the  regime  and  to 
build  up  their  forces  for  a  future  possi- 
ble full-scale  attack  against  Kabul. 

With  military  supplies  more  abun- 
dant than  ever — including  tons  of 
materiel  captured  from  the  regime — 
mujahidin  commanders  were  able  to 
field  more  men  than  ever  before.  As 
victory  became  apparent,  weapons  were 
available,  and  capable  commanders 
were  leading  operations  in  the  field. 

Soviet  Withdrawal 

The  Geneva  accords  called  for  a  50% 
reduction  of  Soviet  forces  in  the  first  3 
months,  May  15-August  15.  Most  West- 
ern estimates  put  Soviet  troop  strength 
at  about  120,000  men,  counting  all  So- 
viet military  personnel  in  country.  So- 
viet officials  conceded  to  only  100,300 
troops  in  Afghanistan. 

Early  Soviet  plans  appear  to  have 
included  a  withdrawal  first  from  the 
east  (Jalalabad-Gardez-Ghazni)  and  the 
south  and  west  (Qandahar-Shindand- 
Herat).  But  as  the  withdrawal  began, 
the  security  situation  became  so  des- 
perate in  the  Qandahar  area  that  this 
option  was  discarded.  Instead,  some 
troops  remained  in  Shindand  and 
Herat,  while  troops  from  Konduz  and 
Feyzabad  in  the  north  withdrew.  After 
an  extensive,  llth-hour  airlift  operation 
from  Qandahar  and  other  areas  in  early 
to  mid-August,  the  Soviets  essentially 
managed  to  meet  the  requirement  to 
have  50%  of  their  forces  withdrawn  by 
August  15. 

The  first  units  to  leave  were  some 
of  the  best,  most  mobile  formations  the 
Soviets  had  in  Afghanistan.  For  exam- 
ple, most  spetsnaz  troops  and  an  air- 
borne brigade  had  been  removed  by 
August  15,  probably  because  their  mis- 
sion of  border  interdiction  no  longer 
was  important.  Other  units  withdrawn 
were  independent  brigades  and  reg- 
iments which  had  demonstrated  effec- 
tive combat  capabilities. 

The  drawdown  of  Soviet  personnel 
highlighted  the  weaknesses  of  the  re- 
gime: The  departure  of  Soviet  troops 
from  an  area  usually  led  to  significant 
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mujahidin  gains.  But  Soviet  troop  mo- 
rale also  declined  significantly,  as  evi- 
denced by  increased  incidents  of  public 
drunkedness,  drug  use,  unauthorized 
sale  of  weapons  and  ammunition,  indis- 
criminate firing  of  weapons,  and  even 
assaults  on  Afghan  civilian  "allies." 

After  August  15,  the  Soviets  began 
reorganizing  and  preparing  for  the  last 
phase  of  removing  the  remaining 
50,000-60,000  troops.  Soviet  troops  re- 
mained in  only  two  corridors  in  north- 
ern Afghanistan:  from  Kabul  north  to 
the  border  and,  in  the  west,  from  Shin- 
dand north  to  the  border.  This  force — 
supported  by  additional  aircraft  based 
in  the  U.S.S.R. — remained  quite  capa- 
ble of  conducting  major  operations 
around  important  garrisons  and  secur- 
ing the  lines  of  communication  to  the 
U.S.S.R. 

Renewed  Soviet  Activities 

Soviet  reliance  on  Afghan  security 
forces  to  maintain  control  of  provincial 
capitals  proved  to  be  overly  optimistic. 
In  late  October  and  early  November, 
the  Soviets  responded  to  a  general  de- 
terioration of  the  security  situation — 
including  a  severe  mujahidin  threat  to 
Qandahar  and  heavy  rocket  attacks 
on  Kabul — with  new  deployments.  A 
MiG-27  Flogger  regiment  with  more 
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than  30  aircraft  arrived  at  Shindand 
airfield  in  late  October,  and  by  early 
November  SCUD  launchers  were  de- 
ployed to  the  Kabul  area — both  new 
weapons  in  the  Afghan  conflict.  SCUD 
missile  firings  began  almost  immedi- 
ately, as  did  heavy  air  strikes  by  air- 
craft stationed  across  the  border  inside 
the  U.S.S.R. 

Missions  by  Soviet-based  Tu-22M 
Backfire  strategic  bombers  and  Su-24 
Fencer  aircraft  became  routine,  along 
with  strikes  by  the  Afghan-based 
MiG-23,  MiG-27,  Su-25,  and  Su-17  air- 
craft. The  bombing  was  concentrated 
around  Qandahar,  in  the  Kabul  area, 
and  Jalalabad,  as  well  as  along  the 
withdrawal  routes.  As  in  earlier  in- 
stances of  Soviet  conventional  warfare 
against  the  mujahidin  guerrillas,  the 
latest  Soviet  military  escalation  has  had 
only  a  limited  effect  on  the  resistance. 

In  early  November,  Moscow  "sus- 
pended" the  second  phase  of  its  troop 
withdrawal,  which  it  previously  had  an- 
nounced would  begin  November  15.  In 
fact,  the  Geneva  accords  do  not  require 
the  Soviets  to  resume  their  withdrawal 
by  any  specific  date  as  long  as  it  is 
completed  by  mid-February.  During  a 
visit  to  Kabul  in  mid-November,  Oleg 
Baklanov,  Central  Committee  Secretary 
of  the  Communist  Partv  of  the  Soviet 
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Union  (CPSU),  said  troops  would  re- 
turn to  the  Soviet  Union  in  strict 
compliance  with  the  timetable  of  the 
Geneva  accords.  A  bilateral  protocol  on 
military  and  economic  cooperation  also 
was  signed  during  Baklanov's  visit. 

These  steps  were  designed  to  apply 
political  as  well  as  military  pressure  on 
the  resistance  and  Pakistan.  They 
proved  fruitless,  however,  as  the  re- 
sistance and  the  Pakistan  Government 
reiterated  their  determination  not  to  be 
intimidated  by  Moscow.  Moscow's  esca- 
lation also  has  contradicted  earlier 
Soviet  assurances  that  it  would  not  en- 
gage in  offensive  operations  unless  at- 
tacked. Moreover,  launching  military 
operations  from  Soviet  territory  runs 
counter  to  Soviet  undertakings  in  the 
Geneva  accords  not  to  intervene  in 
Afghanistan's  internal  affairs. 

Combat  Operations 

The  Soviets  and  their  allies  had  been 
losing  outposts  and  small  garrisons  for 
some  time  before  the  Soviet  withdrawal 
began.  Subsequently,  this  deterioration 
accelerated  dramatically.  As  Soviet 
forces  vacated  areas  (mainly  in  eastern 
and  southern  Afghanistan),  the  Kabul 
regime  forces  began  retreating  from 
outlying  areas  to  consolidate  with  its 
major  garrisons.  By  the  end  of  the 
year,  Kabul  could  not  claim  to  have  in- 
creased control  anywhere.  Qandahar 
and  Jalalabad,  the  two  largest  urban 
areas  outside  Kabul,  were  under  heavy 
mujahidin  pressure.  The  deteriorating 
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situation  in  Qandahar  apparently 
prompted  the  Soviet  long-range  bomb- 
ing campaign  which  began  in  early 
November. 

An  unprecedented  number  of 
mujahidin  victories  vividly  exposed 
the  weak  core  of  the  Najibullah  govern- 
ment. By  the  end  of  May,  Commander 
Masood's  men  had  recaptured  the  entire 
Panjsher  Valley.  Some  posts  were  va- 
cated, others  overrun.  In  total,  the  re- 
sistance scored  a  stunning  victory  in 
an  area  hotly  contested  throughout  the 
war.  Control  of  the  Panjsher  shortened 
mujahidin  supply  lines  and  extended 
Masood's  influence  toward  Kabul  and 
the  Salang  area.  In  October,  regime 
forces  were  pushed  out  of  the  Konar 
Valley,  the  northern  gateway  to 
Jalalabad. 

By  November  15,  five  province  cap- 
itals were  in  mujahidin  control  despite 
the  Soviet/regime  tactic  of  heavily 
bombing  urban  areas  under  resistance 
control.  The  mujahidin  controlled 
Asadabad  (Konarha  Province),  Taloqan 
(Takhar  Province),  Bamian  (Bamian 
Province),  Zareh  Sharan  (Paktika 
Province),  and  Mahmud-e  Raqi  (Kapisa 
Province).  Other  provincial  capitals, 
such  as  in  Laghman,  Oruzghan,  and 
Ghowr,  were  seriously  threatened. 
However,  the  resistance,  concerned 
over  Soviet  reprisal  against  civilian 
populations,  has  avoided  taking  control 
of  urban  centers. 

At  the  same  time,  the  road  be- 
tween Kabul  and  Qandahar  was  cut  in 
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numerous  places.  Qandahar  itself  was 
completely  surrounded  with  supplies 
for  regime  troops  arriving  by  aircraft 
and  occasional  heavily  armored  convoys 
using  the  road  from  Shindand.  The  sit- 
uation in  and  around  Qandahar  wors- 
ened daily,  including  a  major  regime 
defeat  at  Spin  Buldak  in  early  Sep- 
tember. The  mujahidin  capture  of  Tak- 
teh  Pol  south  of  Qandahar  at  the  end  of 
the  month  brought  the  airport,  26  kilo- 
meters south  of  Qandahar,  within  mor- 
tar and  rocket  range.  Mujahidin  forces 
cut  the  airport  road  in  several  places, 
threatening  the  regime's  ability  to  hold 
out  in  Qandahar. 

In  late  October-early  November, 
the  focus  shifted  to  the  area  from  Jala- 
labad to  the  Pakistani  border.  Re- 
sistance fighters  captured  the  border 
post  of  Torkham  and  a  number  of 
strongpoints  along  the  road  to  Ja- 
lalabad. A  regime  counterattack — using 
armored  vehicles  and  reinforcements 
brought  in  from  as  far  away  as  Mazar-e 
Sharif — recaptured  Torkham  in  mid- 
November  but  lost  it  again  later  in  the 
month  to  a  resistance  counterattack. 
Regime  units  sent  to  push  back  the 
mujahidin  defected  en  masse,  and  the 
resistance  continued  to  gain  ground  in 
its  advance  toward  Jalalabad.  Around 
Kabul,  the  mujahidin  position  also  im- 
proved this  past  summer  and  fall. 

The  Regime  Armed  Forces 

Reeling  under  the  pressure  of  an  un- 
broken series  of  defeats,  retreats,  and 
consolidations,  the  Afghan  army  is  a 
demoralized  force.  Poorly  led  but  better 
equipped  than  the  mujahidin,  the  army 
has  not  expanded  its  control  anywhere 
in  the  country  over  the  last  year.  Most 
experts  agree  that  it  probably  can  sur- 
vive no  more  than  a  matter  of  months 
after  a  complete  Soviet  withdrawal. 

Since  the  withdrawal  started,  the 
Afghan  army  was  defeated  at  Ali 
Kheyl,  Spin  Buldak,  and  in  the  Konar 
and  Panjsher  Valleys.  The  mujahidin 
efforts  in  the  Konar  Valley  are  particu- 
larly noteworthy  since  they  took  Bari- 
kowt,  the  garrison  nearest  the  Pakistan 
border,  and  then  methodically  moved 
clown  the  rest  of  the  valley.  Army  per- 
sonnel could  not  have  been  surprised, 
nor  could  they  claim  that  they  were  far 
from  supporting  bases  and  supplies. 
Apparently,  they  simply  did  not  have 
the  will  to  stand  and  fight  whereas  the 
mujahidin  did.  Likewise,  in  the  north, 
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Konduz  was  captured  by  the  mujahidin 
as  soon  as  Soviet  troops  departed  in 
August.  The  regime  was  able  to  retake 
the  city  only  after  major  intervention 
by  the  Soviets,  who  provided  command 
and  control  as  well  as  artillery  and  air 
support. 

After  Soviet  troops  leave,  the 
regime's  ability  to  use  its  arsenals  of 
Soviet  equipment  effectively  will  be 
severely  limited.  Regime  pilots,  in 
chronic  short  supply,  are  reluctant  to 
fly  into  threatened  areas.  The  regime 
also  lacks  the  capability  to  provide  lo- 
gistical support  to  the  cities,  towns, 
garrisons,  and  outposts  it  is  attempting 
to  hold. 

In  addition  to  shortages  of 
qualified  and  capable  officers,  the  re- 
gime is  chronically  short  of  manpower. 
Forced  conscriptions  keep  the  ranks 
partly  filled,  but  with  soldiers  of  du- 
bious allegiance.  The  army  probably 
does  not  have  more  than  40,000  troops. 
The  regime  has  bribed  tribal  militia 
groups  to  increase  overall  strength. 
However,  most  tribal  leaders  are  keen 
political  watchers;  if  they  sense  the  re- 
gime coming  apart,  they  are  likely  to 
side  with  the  mujahidin,  regardless  of 
what  Kabul  may  pay.  Kabul  may  be 
able  to  count  upon  some  25,000  militia. 
KHAD  and  sarandoy  (paramilitary  po- 
lice) are  generally  considered  to  be  Ka- 
bul's most  loyal  and  capable  personnel, 
but  both  have  had  their  share  of  des- 
erters— an  attempted  coup  in  Qandahar 
was  led  by  KHAD  personnel  in  late 
November — and,  because  of  internal  po- 
litical rivalries,  they  sometimes  fight 
each  other.  These  combined  services 
number  fewer  than  35,000.  Thus,  Ka- 
bul's forces  total  about  100,000 — far  too 
few  to  simultaneously  hold  territory 
and  carry  out  operations  against  the 
mujahidin. 

Throughout  1988,  Soviet  weapons, 
supplies,  and  other  aid  continued  to 
be  sent  to  the  regime.  Some  replaced 
items  were  lost  in  battle,  but  excess 
shipments  continue  to  attempt  to 
strengthen  the  regime  through 
hardware. 


The  Kabul  Regime 


Political  Developments 

The  past  year  was  an  unusually  difficult 
one  for  the  PDPA  and  the  regime  gov- 
ernment. The  Soviet  decision  to  with- 
draw its  military  forces,  which  have 
provided  the  underpinning  for  the  Ka- 
bul regime's  survival  for  9  years,  forced 
party  chief  President  Najibullah  and 
other  key  leaders  to  confront  the  pos- 
sibility— indeed,  the  probability — that 
both  party  and  government  would  soon 
lose  power  and  disappear. 

The  regime,  under  Soviet  guidance, 
has  followed  a  two-pronged  strategy  in 
an  attempt  to  avoid  disaster.  It  made 
desperate  efforts  to  shore  up  its  mili- 
tary forces,  and  it  reduced  the  PDPA 
role  in  the  central  government  to  in- 
duce "opposition  elements" — i.e.,  re- 
sistance commanders — to  agree  to  a 
cease-fire  and  to  join  a  coalition  govern- 
ment. Ironically,  however,  Najibullah's 
elaborate  "national  reconciliation"  sce- 
nario only  exacerbated  deep  factional 
rifts  within  the  PDPA  and  accelerated 
the  unraveling  of  the  regime. 

National  Reconciliation  Policy: 
A  Parliamentary  Facade 

As  president  and  party  chief,  Na- 
jibullah has  tried  to  make  the  concept 
of  national  reconciliation  appealing  and 
credible  to  the  Afghan  people  and  in- 
ternationally. Following  a  Soviet  script, 
he  created  the  facade  of  the  infrastruc- 
ture for  a  parliamentary  democracy,  in 
which  the  PDPA  party  would  appear  to 
have  a  minimal  role.  Simultaneously,  he 
has  stressed  the  Islamic  nature  of  this 
new  government.  The  process  began  in 
late  1987  with  the  adoption  of  a  new 
constitution  and  the  forming  of  new  po- 
litical parties,  including  an  "Islamic 
Party,"  to  join  the  PDPA  in  a  coalition. 

Elections 

In  accordance  with  the  new  constitu- 
tion, elections  were  held  April  5-15, 
1988,  for  a  national  parliament,  or  meli 
shura.  Voters  elected  candidates  for  a 
lower  house  (wolasi  jirga)  and  one- 
third  of  the  senate  (se»a);  the  remain- 
ing senators  were  to  be  appointed  from 
special  interest  groups.  The  March  17 
establishment  of  an  election  commission 
and  announcement  of  the  election  reg- 
ulations left  little  time  to  make  ar- 
rangements for  the  elections,  thus 
reducing  the  credibility  of  the  exercise. 
Observers  reported  numerous  infrac- 
tions of  the  election  laws:  There  were 


no  secret  ballots;  candidate  lists  were 
not  published  until  after  the  polls 
opened;  polling  booths  were  unmanned; 
and  13-year-old  children  voted  (the  legal 
age  is  18).  In  fact,  these  anomolies  were 
only  the  most  obvious  means  of  fraud 
and  coercion  used  to  achieve  the  de- 
sired results.  The  resistance,  of  course, 
opposed  the  elections,  and  despite  the 
regime's  efforts,  turnout  was  minimal 
even  in  areas  under  regime  control.  Re- 
sistance interference  effectively  pre- 
vented elections  in  most  of  the  country. 
None  of  these  problems  prevented 
the  regime  from  declaring  the  elections 
a  success  and  claiming  that  IV2  million 
people  voted.  The  point  of  the  exercise 
was  to  establish  a  parliament  in  which 
the  PDPA  would  appear  to  be  a  minor- 
ity, in  order  to  give  credibility  to  the 
national  reconciliation  policy.  This  was 
achieved  by  having  non-PDPA  associ- 
ates of  the  regime  run  as  members  of 
small  left-wing  parties — two  of  which 
participated  in  a  coalition  with  the 
PDPA — or  as  individuals  representing 
various  front  organizations.  Najibullah 
also  stressed  from  the  beginning  that  a 
significant  number  of  seats  would  be 
saved  for  the  "opposition" — by  which  he 
meant  members  of  the  resistance.  The 
net  result  of  Najibullah's  reverse  rig- 
ging scheme  was  that  the  PDPA  tech- 
nically won  only  22%  of  the  parliamen- 
tary contests. 

A  New  Government 

The  new  parliament  that  convened  on 
May  30,  2  weeks  after  the  Geneva  ac- 
cords became  effective  and  the  begin- 
ning of  the  Soviet  troop  withdrawal, 
consisted  of  184  lower  house  deputies 
and  115  senators;  62  house  and  82  sen- 
ate seats  were  left  vacant  for  the  re- 
sistance "opposition."  Non-PDPA 
member  Mohammed  Hassan  Sharq  was 
selected  by  President  Najibullah  to  be 
the  new  prime  minister,  replacing  party 
stalwart  Sultan  Ali  Keshtmand.  The  ap- 
pointment was  intended  dramatically  to 
reinforce  the  point  that  the  PDPA  was 
going  to  take  a  back  seat;  in  fact,  the 
new  constitution  vests  key  powers  in 
the  presidency,  and  there  was  no  indi- 
cation that  Najibullah  was  prepared  to 
give  up  that  central  role.  In  any  event, 
Sharq's  long-time  association  with  the 
Parcham  wing  of  the  party,  dating  back 
to  the  Daoud  government  (1973-78), 
made  the  "non-PDPA"  appellation 
meaningless.  Sharq  had  served  as  the 
regime's  deputy  prime  minister  since 
June  1987  and  before  that  as  its  Ambas- 
sador to  India. 
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Likewise,  on  June  7,  when  Sharq 
announced  his  cabinet,  consisting  of  11 
new  members  and  10  former  ones,  the 
nonparty  credentials  of  the  "new"  min- 
isters were  undermined  by  the  fact  that 
most  had  served  the  regime  govern- 
ment previously  in  other  capacities. 
Furthermore,  the  powerful  ministries  of 
interior,  state  security,  and  foreign  af- 
fairs remained  in  PDPA  hands.  The  ma- 
jor exception  was  the  effort  to  enlist  a 
resistance  commander  or  a  respected 
retired  general  from  an  earlier  era  to 
become  minister  of  defense.  This  post 
remained  open  for  some  time,  but  in 
August  it  finally  was  given  to  Army 
Chief  of  Staff  General  Shahnawaz  Tanai 
of  the  Khalq  faction.  Thus,  almost  2 
years  after  he  announced  the  national 
reconciliation  policy  in  January  1987, 
Najibullah  has  been  unable  to  attract  a 
single  major  figure  of  the  resistance  or 
prominent  Afghan  refugee  to  join  the 
government. 

Multiple  Parties 

Creating  the  appearance  of  a  multi- 
party system  is  basic  to  Najibullah's  na- 
tional reconciliation  policy.  At  the  time 
of  the  April  elections,  the  PDPA  pres- 
sured two  small  northern  ethnic  par- 
ties— the  Workers  Organization  of 
Afghanistan  (SZA)  and  the  Workers 
Revolutionary  Organization  of 
Afghanistan  (SAZA) — to  join  it  and  run 
as  a  front  called  the  Left  Democratic 
Union.  In  July,  Najibullah  officially  rec- 
ognized two  more  new  parties:  the 
"Union  of  Ansarullah"  party,  based  in 
southern  Afghanistan,  and  the 
"Movement  of  Solidarity  of  the  People 
of  Afghanistan"  party.  An  early  Sep- 
tember conference  of  political  parties 
and  organizations  brought  seven  parties 
together.  But  the  proceedings  indicated 
that  these  small  and  primarily  local  or- 
ganizations representing  minority  and 
regional  interests  were  not  able  to  gain 
converts  for  national  reconciliation.  In- 
deed, some  new  parties  appeared  to 
have  joined  the  chorus  of  Najibullah's 
critics. 


Zones  of  Peace  and  Neutrality 

As  soon  as  the  Soviet  withdrawal  prep- 
arations were  underway  in  late  April 
and  May.  resistance  pressure  and  the 
need  to  man  major  garrisons  vacated 
by  the  Soviets  forced  the  regime  to  pull 
hack  from  smaller  exposed  positions 
near  the  Pakistan  border.  Conse- 
quently, Najibullah  decreed  the  re- 
cently vacated  area  as  "demilitarized 
zones"  along  the  border  to  facilitate  the 
return  of  refugees.  The  gesture  was 


futile;  the  mujahidin  continued  their 
steady  advance,  and  the  refugees  did 
not  come  back. 

By  the  end  of  the  summer,  the 
pressures  produced  by  a  series  of  suc- 
cessful resistance  military  offensives 
and  by  the  failure  to  make  any  headway 
on  the  political  front  had  intensified.  In 
his  September  1  speech  to  the  political 
parties'  conference,  Najibullah  intro- 
duced the  idea  of  establishing  zones  of 
peace  and  neutrality,  where  full  provin- 
cial power  would  be  ceded  to  the 
"opposition."  Once  again,  Najibullah 
was  trying  to  make  it  appear  that  the 
government  was  voluntarily  ceding 
power  in  areas  that  the  resistance  had 
already  occupied  or  taken  over  by 
force. 

Ethnic  and  Autonomy  Issues  and 
Administrative  Controls 

During  the  year,  two  new  provinces 
were  created — Sar-e-Pol  in  the  north 
and  Nuristan  in  the  northeast — by  car- 
ving out  territory  from  adjoining 
provinces.1  In  each  case,  the  purpose 
appears  to  have  been  to  create  a  new 
entity  where  an  ethnic  minority — the 
Hazaras  and  Nuristanis  respectively — 
would  dominate.  This  readjustment 
would  guarantee  representation  in  the 
new  parliament  for  these  ethnic  groups. 
At  the  same  time,  the  Sharq  govern- 
ment has  abolished  the  special  ministry 
for  nationalities  that  carries  connota- 
tions of  a  Soviet-style  system. 

In  mid-March,  when  the  regime 
named  a  special  deputy  prime  minister 
to  look  after  the  northern  areas, 
rumors  spread  that  Moscow  and  the  re- 
gime were  considering  partitioning 
Afghanistan  if  the  regime  were  driven 
out  of  Kabul.  Actually,  as  the  govern- 
ment later  announced,  the  plan  was  to 
divide  the  entire  country  into  zones, 
each  with  a  super  chief.  The  govern- 
ment hoped  that  with  this  arrange- 
ment, it  could  improve  central  control 
over  provincial  areas,  while  allowing 
more  local — and  ethnic — autonomy.  The 
theory  was  that  if  local  ethnic  groups 
and  tribes  were,  given  more  responsibil- 
ity for  their  own  areas,  they  would  stop 
fighting  the  regime.  But  the  plan  will 
not  be  implemented  as  the  resistance 
forces  the  pace  of  the  regime's  downfall. 
Meanwhile  zones  of  a  different  kind 
may  be  created;  the  government  is  con- 
sidering amalgamating  provinces  that 
have  fallen  to  the  resistance  with  neigh- 
boring provinces  where  the  provincial 
capitals  still  remain — at  least  nomi- 
nally— under  Kabul's  authority. 


PDPA:  Party  Strife 

From  the  beginning  of  the  year,  it  has 
been  apparent  that  the  withdrawal  de- 
cision seriously  has  strained  the  al- 
ready fractured  PDPA.  Two  powerful 
groups  within  the  party,  the  Khalqis, 
led  by  former  Interior  Minister  Sayed 
Mohammed  Gulabzoi,  and  alienated 
Parcham  supporters  of  former  party 
chief  Babrak  Karmal,  have  consistently 
opposed  Najibullah's  national  reconcilia- 
tion policy.  Both  groups  have  accused 
Najibullah  of  cooperating  with  a  Soviet 
sell-out  of  the  April  1978  "revolution"; 
they  would  prefer  to  continue  the  war 
rather  than  make  further  political  con- 
cessions which  could  lead  to  a  transfer 
of  power  from  PDPA  hands.  Earlier, 
the  Babrakists  also  were  blaming  Na- 
jibullah for  letting  the  Khalqis  amass 
too  much  power.  By  the  end  of  the  year, 
however,  they  appeared  to  be  making 
common  cause  with  the  Khalqis  in  plot- 
ting against  Najibullah. 

Najibullah  has  tried  to  undermine 
his  critics  by  removing  them  from 
party  and  government  positions.  Thus 
three  PDPA  central  committee  plenums 
during  the  year,  January  27-28,  June 
22,  and  October  19,  at  which  "organiz- 
ational"— i.e.,  personnel — matters  were 
high  on  the  agenda,  were  extremely  di- 
visive. The  period  of  forming  the  new 
Sharq  government  in  May  also  was  par- 
ticularly difficult  as  Najibullah  tried  to 
exploit  the  policy  of  opening  up  minis- 
terial posts  for  the  "resistance  opposi- 
tion" as  a  way  to  remove  his  own  party 
opposition — particularly  his  chief  adver- 
sary, Gulabzoi. 

Najibullah  has  found  it  easier  to 
remove  Babrakists  and  other  Parcham 
challengers  than  the  Khalqis.  The  Janu- 
ary plenum  demoted  two  prominent 
Babrakists.  In  late  May,  Prime  Minister 
Sultan  Ali  Keshtmand  and  Defense 
Minister  Mohammed  Rafie  were  eased 
out  to  free  spaces  in  the  new  govern- 
ment for  nonparty  candidates.  The  June 
22  plenum  was  billed  as  a  party  unity 
plenum — presumably  to  calm  the  agita- 
tion triggered  by  the  May  upheavals. 
The  most  notable  personnel  action  was 
the  elevation  to  full  membership  on  the 
central  committee  of  a  group  of  high- 
ranking  military  officers.  But  by  fall, 
the  party  was  in  shambles.  At  the  Oc- 
tober 19  plenum,  many  party  members, 
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mostly  Babrakists  and  including  some 
central  committee  members,  were  ar- 
rested; a  formerly  close  associate  of 
Babrak  Karmal,  Abdul  Zohor  Razmjo, 
who  had  already  been  replaced  as  the 
Kabul  city  party  chief  in  January,  was 
removed  from  the  Politburo. 

Najibullah,  however,  had  more 
trouble  eliminating  his  Khalq  oppo- 
nents, who  were  firmly  entrenched  in 
the  defense  and  police  establishments. 
As  Minister  of  Interior,  Gulabzoi  com- 
manded his  own  private  army — the 
sarandoy,  a  special  police  militia  force. 
Indeed,  the  escalating  military  crisis 
and  the  focus  on  defense — it  was  the 
priority  issue  at  the  January  and  June 
plenums — appears  to  have  helped 
Gulabzoi  consolidate  and  broaden  his 
power  base  through  much  of  the  year. 
Recurring  rumors  about  a  possible 
Gulabzoi-led  coup  against  Najibullah  re- 
vealed Najibullah's  apparent  inability  to 
force  out  his  major  challenger  as  well 
as  the  intensity  of  the  power  struggle. 
Meanwhile,  repeated  efforts  to  force 
party  members  to  sign  up  for  military 
service  have  had  an  extremely  negative 
effect  on  party  cadre  morale. 

After  years  of  trying  to  enforce 
peace  between  the  warring  PDPA  fac- 
tions, the  mid-October  arrival  in  Kabul 
of  Soviet  Ambassador  Yuliy  Vorontsov 
appears  to  have  been  a  turning  point  in 
Soviet  policy  toward  party  infighting 
and  in  the  fortunes  of  Gulabzoi.  Al- 
though most  party  dissidents  arrested 
at  the  October  19  plenum  were 
Babrakists,  some  Khalqis  also  were  de- 
tained. Furthermore,  Gulabzoi  was  un- 
able to  prevent  the  Khalqis'  most  adept 
survivor,  Saleh  Mohammed  Zeary,  a 
member  of  the  Politburo  since  April 
©78,  from  being  dropped  from  that 
body.  Throughout  the  year,  Zeary  had 
been  outspoken  in  his  criticism  of 
Najibullah's  policy.  Finally,  on 
November  8,  Gulabzoi  himself  was  un- 
ceremoniously dispatched  to  Moscow  as 
the  new  regime  ambassador. 

Gulabzoi's  removal  was  a  strong  in- 
dication that  the  Soviets  want  to  see 
further  evolution  of  the  national  recon- 
ciliation policy  and  hope  that  it  can  lead 
to  a  political  settlement.  As  the  Febru- 
ary 15  deadline  for  the  Soviets  to  com- 
plete their  withdrawal  approached, 
the  need  to  achieve  such  a  settlement 
became  more  urgent.  Therefore, 
Gulabzoi's  militant  opposition  to  the 
policy  could  be  tolerated  no  longer. 

Without  Gulabzoi,  the  intensity  of 
the  Khalq-Parcham  struggle  may  dimin- 
ish; but  it  is  not  over.  Another  old-time 
Khalqi,  Mohammed  Aslam  Watanjar, 
has  been  named  as  the  new  Minister  of 


Interior — a  move  that  may  have  been 
necessary  to  try  to  calm  resentment 
among  Khalqis  and  within  the  sarandoy 
over  Gulabzoi's  abrupt  dismissal.  Mean- 
while, continuing  rumors  anticipating 
more  party  purges  of  former  Babrakists 
indicates  that  the  party  remains  in 
turmoil. 


The  Search  for  a 

Political  Solution 

During  the  final  Geneva  negotiations, 
Pakistan  dropped  its  demand  for  the 
installation  of  an  interim  government 
prior  to  concluding  the  accords,  in  re- 
turn for  an  agreement  that  UN  nego- 
tiator Cordovez  would  continue  to 
pursue  the  issue  in  his  personal  capac- 
ity after  the  accords  went  into  effect. 
Although  most  participants  in  the 
Afghan  struggle  would  have  preferred  a 
negotiated  political  settlement  to  the 
conflict,  achieving  a  consensus  agree- 
ment on  an  interim  government  has 
proven  to  be  difficult. 

The  obvious  problem  is  that  the 
Najibullah  regime  has  resisted  agreeing 
to  its  own  demise,  while  the  Resistance 
Alliance  has  steadily  rejected  joining 
any  coalition  with  the  regime  and  in- 
sists on  a  transfer  rather  than  a  shar- 
ing of  power.  The  U.S.S.R.,  for  its  own 
interests  as  well  as  those  of  its  clients, 
staunchly  has  backed  Kabul's  position, 
hoping  to  preserve  the  PDPA  as  an  in- 
stitution and  a  residual  role  for  some 
regime  members.  But  the  Soviets  ulti- 
mately may  decide  they  have  an  over- 
riding interest  in  obtaining  a  negotiated 
resolution  before  their  departure.  Sub- 
sequently, the  situation  in  Afghanistan 
at  the  end  of  1988  may  lead  Moscow  to 
support  the  departure  of  the  PDPA. 

Kabul's  View  of  a  Political  Settlement 

As  originally  conceived,  the  objectives 
of  Kabul's  national  reconciliation  policy 
were  a  cease-fire  and  a  political  settle- 
ment allowing  the  PDPA  to  retain  con- 
trol through  the  all-powerful  presidency 
as  well  as  the  military  and  security 
ministries.  Over  time,  Najibullah  has 
accepted  the  more  modest  goal  of  pre- 
serving the  party  as  an  entity  in  a 
future  government.  However,  the 
continued  lack  of  interest  by  the 
mujahidin  political  leaders  in  Peshawar 
and  the  military  commanders  inside 
Afghanistan  in  participating  in  such  a 
government  presents  the  regime,  and 
Moscow,  with  a  critical  challenge.  The 


key  question  remains  whether  they  will 
agree  to  a  transfer  of  power  to  achieve 
a  political  settlement. 

Rumors  since  early  August — when 
Foreign  Minister  Shevardnadze  made 
his  third  visit  to  Kabul  this  year — sug- 
gest that  Najibullah  would  step  down, 
leaving  Prime  Minister  Sharq  to  ar- 
range for  an  interim  government  of 
neutrals.  When  he  visited  Moscow  in 
September  to  sign  economic  aid  agree- 
ments, Sharq  was  given  a  public  rela- 
tions buildup  by  the  Soviets,  fueling 
further  speculation  that  he  had  been 
picked  to  play  a  key  future  role. 

Expectations  were  raised  in  mid- 
October  when  the  international  press 
gathered  in  Kabul  for  an  anticipated 
historic  PDPA  central  committee 
plenum.  After  more  than  1  week's  de- 
lay, during  which  new  Soviet  Ambas- 
sador Yuliy  Vorontsov  arrived  in 
Kabul,  the  plenum  produced  no  dra- 
matic change  in  the  top  leadership. 
However,  the  attendant  arrests  and 
demotions  of  party  dissidents  and  the 
subsequent  exile  of  the  intransigent 
Khalq  leader,  Minister  of  the  Interior 
Gulabzoi,  to  Moscow  as  Ambassador, 
may  offer  a  more  flexible  PDPA  ap- 
proach to  the  interim  government 
issue. 


The  Resistance 


Planning  for  an  Interim  Government 

Leaders  of  the  Afghan  resistance  move- 
ment— both  the  seven  alliance  party 
chiefs  in  Peshawar,  Pakistan,  and  the 
commanders  inside  Afghanistan — have 
been  primarily  preoccupied  with  the 
military  struggle  against  the  Soviets 
and  the  PDPA  regime.  During  1988, 
however,  with  the  signing  of  the  Geneva 
accords  and  the  50%  withdrawal  in  Au- 
gust of  Soviet  troops,  the  resistance 
leadership  has  paid  progressively  more 
attention  to  pressing  political  issues. 
During  the  weeks  preceding  the 
signing  of  the  Geneva  accords,  the  al- 
liance, together  with  Pakistan,  opposed 
signing  the  accords  before  installation 
of  a  transitional  government  in  Kabul. 
The  anticipation  of  a  withdrawal  settle- 
ment, enhanced  by  Gorbachev's  Febru- 
ary 8  statement  and  Najibullah's 
aggressive  campaign  for  a  cease-fire 
and  a  coalition  government,  put  pres- 
sure on  the  alliance  to  develop  its  own 
interim  government  proposal.  On  Janu- 
ary 31,  the  alliance  issued  a  general 
statement  calling  for  a  government  in 
Afghanistan  composed  of  the  re- 
sistance, refugees,  and  "Afghan  Mus- 
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lims  living  inside  the  country."  This 
latter  phrase  was  as  far  as  the  re- 
sistance was  prepared  to  go  in  response 
to  Najibullah's  call  for  a  coalition  gov- 
ernment. As  no  member  of  the  PDPA 
would  be  considered  a  good  Muslim  by 
the  resistance,  it  constituted  a  rejection 
of  any  future  role  for  dedicated  PDPA 
members. 

Three  weeks  later,  on  February  23, 
the  alliance  followed  up  with  a  more 
detailed  blueprint  for  a  transitional 
government  to  take  over  in  Kabul  pend- 
ing national  elections.  The  formula  in- 
cluded a  supreme  council  of  the  seven 
party  leaders,  a  head  of  state  and  gov- 
ernment, and  a  28-member  cabinet 
made  up  of  14  mujahidin,  seven  refu- 
gees, and  seven  Muslims  "now  living  in 
Afghanistan." 

Subsequently,  Engineer  Ahmad 
Shah,  deputy  leader  of  Abd  ul-Rassul 
Sayyafs  Ittihad-i-Islami  party,  was 
chosen  to  head  the  government.  His 
government  eventually  included  two 
deputy  prime  ministers  and  cabinet  of- 
ficers from  among  the  different  parties. 
A  constitution  was  adopted  that  was 
based  exclusively  on  Koranic  law.  The 
cabinet  met  several  times  and  sent  a 
team  into  Afghanistan  to  examine  pos- 
sible sites  for  a  temporary  in-country 
headquarters. 

In  late  June-early  July,  UN  nego- 
tiator Cordovez  once  again  visited  the 
region.  His  mission  was  to  check  on 
UN  monitoring  of  the  Geneva  accords 
and  to  discuss  with  the  various  parties 
his  ideas  about  a  future  interim  govern- 
ment. At  a  press  conference  in  Isla- 
mabad at  the  end  of  his  visit,  Cordovez 
revealed  his  proposal  for  an  interim 
government  of  neutrals  or  technocrats, 
who  would  call  for  a  cease-fire  and 
organize  a  lot/a  jirga.  The  latter,  a  tra- 
ditional Afghan  assembly  of  acknowl- 
edged and  respected  leaders,  would 
make  arrangements  for  choosing  a  fu- 
ture permanent  government.  Cordovez's 
plan  first  called  for  the  Najibullah  gov- 
ernment to  step  aside.  It  was  publicly 
rejected  by  Najibullah  and  other  PDPA 
representatives  and  by  a  number  of  re- 
sistance elements. 

The  Resistance  Alliance,  in  an  ap- 
parent split  decision,  voted  not  to  meet 
with  Cordovez  during  his  visit.  Pir 
Sayyid  Ahmad  Gailani,  who  was  serv- 
ing as  chairman/spokesman  of  the  al- 
liance, indicated  in  a  June  30  press 
conference  that  some  parties  would 
have  welcomed  a  meeting.  Gulbuddin 
Hikmatyar,  who  had  served  as  the  im- 
mediately preceding  chairman,  held  a 
press  conference  on  July  6  in  which  he 


rejected  Cordovez's  call  for  a  neutral 
government  and  for  a  loya  jirga,  both 
of  which  he  described  as  tribal  and 
feudal  institutions.  He  stated  that  the 
only  solution  to  Afghanistan's  problems 
lay  in  general  elections. 

Both  Gailani  and  Hikmatyar  re- 
vealed that  the  alliance  was  then  in  the 
process  of  working  out  the  modalities 
for  elections  to  establish  a  shura 
composed  of  representatives  from  each 
of  Afghanistan's  districts  as  well  as  ref- 
ugees. The  shura  ultimately  would  ac- 
cept or  reject  the  alliance-sponsored 
Ahmad  Shah  government  and  would  ar- 
range for  general  elections  after  the 
Soviet  departure. 

Hikmatyar  said  that  the  elections 
for  the  shura  would  be  held  within  105 
days — i.e.,  by  October  19.  However, 
nothing  happened  until  October  31, 
when  new  alliance  spokesman  Bur- 
hanuddin  Rabbani  announced  a  new, 
more  comprehensive  plan  for  a  larger 
and  more  broad-based  shura.  Under 
the  new  plan,  in  addition  to  represen- 
tatives from  each  of  Afghanistan's  dis- 
tricts and  refugees,  a  large  number  of 
delegates  would  be  nominated  from 
among  mujahidin  commanders,  tribal 
leaders,  and  representatives  of  the  ex- 
patriate technocrats.  The  shura  would 
hold  a  vote  of  confidence  on  the  Ahmad 
Shah  provisional  government,  and  if  it 
were  rejected,  would  create  another  in- 
terim government  in  its  place. 

The  alliance,  however,  has  had,  and 
probably  will  continue  to  have,  diffi- 
culty implementing  its  plans.  It  is  diffi- 
cult to  hold  elections  for  district 
representatives  to  a  shura  in  areas 
where  intense  fighting  continues.  In 
some  cases,  local  councils  of  mujahidin 
commanders  might  agree  on  someone 
to  represent  the  area.  A  growing 
number  of  such  local  councils  have  been 
formed  inside  Afghanistan  to  coordinate 
military  operations  and  also  civil  ad- 
ministration in  areas  that  have  come 
under  mujahidin  control.  But  in  other 
cases,  party  or  tribal  competition  would 
make  such  a  consensus  impossible. 

Conceiving  and  implementing  an 
effective  interim  government  proposal 
also  has  been  hampered  by  the  differ- 
ing viewpoints  in  the  alliance,  as  re- 
vealed in  the  split  over  whether  or  not 
to  meet  with  Cordovez.  One  longstand- 
ing point  of  contention  has  been  over  a 
possible  role  in  an  interim  government 
for  the  former  king,  Zahir  Shah.  How- 
ever, there  appears  to  be  agreement 
within  the  alliance  that  it  would  be 
preferable  to  reach  a  political  settle- 
ment before  the  February  15  deadline 
for  the  Soviet  troop  departure. 


The  Soviet  Position  and  the  Taif  Talks 

The  Soviets,  who  probably  authored 
Kabul's  national  reconciliation  scenario, 
have  steadily  backed  Najibullah's  calls 
for  a  coalition  government  that  would 
include  PDPA  representation.  They  also 
have  insisted  that  the  question  of  a  fu- 
ture government  is  for  the  Afghans 
alone  to  decide.  Thus,  they  have  pushed 
for  the  alliance  to  enter  into  direct 
talks  with  the  Kabul  regime. 

The  Soviets  also  had  consistently 
refused  to  meet  with  representatives  of 
the  alliance,  despite  the  latter's  claim 
that  only  through  such  bilateral  talks 
could  the  Afghan  crisis  be  settled.  (One 
exception  had  been  some  unpublicized 
discussions  in  Europe  with  represent- 
atives of  one  of  the  alliance  parties  on 
the  prisoner-of-war  (POW)  issue.)  The 
Kabul  government  was  adamantly  op- 
posed to  the  idea  of  Moscow  talking  to 
the  alliance,  no  doubt  fearing  that  the 
Soviets  might  reach  agreement 
independently. 

Moscow  intensified  its  search  for  a 
political  solution  following  the  comple- 
tion of  the  first  phase  of  the  troop  with- 
drawal in  mid-August.  In  October, 
Vorontsov  was  sent  to  Kabul  to  lend  his 
diplomatic  experience  to  the  search.  In 
early  December — in  a  major  change  in 
Soviet  policy — he  was  sent  to  Taif, 
Saudi  Arabia,  to  meet  with  the  al- 
liance's current  chairman,  Burhanuddin 
Rabbani. 

Since  the  decision  to  meet  directly 
with  the  alliance,  despite  Kabul's  ob- 
jections and  Moscow's  previous  under- 
taking, Moscow  now  appears  ready  to 
explore  all  options  that  could  lead  to  a 
political  settlement.  The  only  agree- 
ment to  emerge,  however,  was  to  con- 
tinue the  talks. 

Soviet  Concerns  Over  POWs 

Moscow  remains  concerned  over  the 
fate  of  its  soldiers  missing  in  action 
(MIA).  It  estimates  that  the  number  of 
MIAs  exceeds  300,  although  there  is  no 
accurate  figure  regarding  how  many 
Soviet  MIAs  may  actually  be  alive  and 
in  the  hands  of  the  mujahidin.  In  re- 
sponse to  Soviet  charges,  the  Govern- 
ment of  Pakistan  said  that  no  Soviet 
prisoners  were  on  Pakistani  territory. 
Moscow  and  the  resistance  declared 
their  readiness  to  discuss  this  issue  di- 
rectly. A  resistance  delegation  met  with 
Soviet  officials  in  Islamabad  to  discuss 
this  issue  in  November,  after  which  an 
agreement  to  exchange  prisoners  was 
announced. 
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Afghanistan  in  the 
Regional  Context 


Pakistan 

Pakistan  remains  the  outside  nation 
most  affected  by  events  in  Afghanistan. 
As  a  result  of  the  Soviet  invasion  and 
occupation,  Pakistan  eventually  played 
host  to  some  3  million  refugees  and  has 
faced  terrorist  campaigns  and  shellings 
and  bombings  of  its  territory.  Pakistan 
also  has  hosted  the  leadership  of  the 
Afghan  resistance  and  has  advocated 
the  mujahidin  cause  in  the  United 
Nations,  the  Nonaligned  Movement, 
and  the  Organization  of  the  Islamic 
Conference.  Pakistan  played  the  key 
role  in  the  long  and  tortuous  negotia- 
tions leading  to  the  Geneva  accords. 

At  Geneva,  despite  considerable 
pressure  from  the  U.S.S.R.  and  the 
Kabul  regime,  Pakistan  did  not  relent 
on  points  of  principle.  Pakistani  stead- 
fastness was  instrumental  in  getting 
the  Moscow/Kabul  side  to  make  consid- 
erable concessions.  The  Soviets,  for  ex- 
ample, first  insisted  that  4  years  would 
be  required  for  a  withdrawal.  They 
eventually  agreed  to  a  9-month  time- 
frame. Pakistan  consistently  refused  to 
recognize  the  PDPA  regime  and  in- 
sisted on  an  indirect  proximity  talks 
formula  throughout  the  long  years  of 
negotiations.  As  noted  earlier,  Isla- 
mabad pressed  to  include  a  provision  in 
the  accords  for  a  neutral  interim  gov- 
ernment to  supersede  the  discredited 
PDPA  regime  and  end  the  fighting. 

While  Pakistanis  have  expressed 
frustration  at  the  seemingly  endless 
conflict — the  millions  of  refugees  as 
well  as  the  often  bloody  sabotage 
bombings,  shellings,  and  aerial  bom- 
bardments from  across  the  border — 
they  have  been  remarkably  consistent 
in  their  support  of  their  government's 
policy.  At  no  time  has  it  been  sug- 
gested seriously  that  the  country  capit- 
ulate, expel  the  resistance  and  the 
refugees,  and  come  to  terms  with  Ka- 
bul. This  steadfastness  in  the  face  of 
long  years  of  hardship  has  impressed 
the  international  community. 

The  signing  of  the  accords  and  the 
beginning  of  the  Soviet  withdrawal 
greatly  buoyed  spirits  in  Pakistan.  A 
May  poll  showed  that  fully  68%  of  the 
respondents  favored  continued  aid 
to  the  refugees,  and  60%  felt  the 
mujahidin  would  win  the  war.  The 
perception  is  increasing  that  the 
mujahidin  are  on  the  verge  of  victory. 

The  August  17  death  of  President 
Zia  al-Haq  in  an  airplane  crash  did  not 
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affect  Pakistan's  Afghan  policy  as  his 
successor  as  head  of  state,  Ghulam  Is- 
haq  Khan,  steered  Pakistani  policy  in 
the  same  direction.  Following  the 
November  16  elections,  opposition 
leader  Benazir  Bhutto  became  the  new 
Prime  Minister  and  publicly  indicated 
full  support  for  Pakistan's  Afghan 
policy. 

India 

India  was  one  of  the  few  noncommunist 
states  not  to  join  the  wave  of  interna- 
tional protest  that  followed  the  Soviet 
invasion.  Although  New  Delhi  did  not 
protest  the  invasion,  it  did  not  support 
it  and  has  expressed  its  desire  on  many 
occasions  to  see  the  Soviet  troops 
depart. 

India  has  maintained  friendly  rela- 
tions with  the  Kabul  regime.  In  1987 
India's  Foreign  Minister  met  senior 
Afghan  officials  in  Kabul,  sponsored  a 
trade  fair  in  Afghanistan,  assisted 
Afghan  officials  seeking  membership  in 
the  South  Asian  Association  for  Re- 


gional Cooperation  (SAARC),  and  sup- 
ported Kabul  in  the  United  Nations  and 
nonaligned  forum. 

On  May  3-5,  1988,  Najibullah  made 
a  state  visit  to  New  Delhi;  India  has 
been  the  only  noncommunist  country  to 
accord  full  state  honors  to  Kabul.  Al- 
though Prime  Minister  Rajiv  Gandhi 
received  Najibullah,  no  significant 
agreements  emerged,  and  while  India 
maintains  economic  and  cultural  links 
with  Afghanistan,  it  has  publicly  stated 
its  intention  not  to  provide  the  regime 
with  large-scale  aid.  Although  India 
again  sponsored  Afghanistan's  mem- 
bership in  SAARC  in  1988,  the  group 
decided  not  to  consider  the  application 
until  a  fully  representative  government 
was  established  in  Kabul.  In  recent 
months  India  has  not  made  further 
high-profile  gestures  in  support  of  Na- 
jibullah and  now  appears  to  be  waiting 
until  the  shape  of  a  future  government 
is  determined.  In  late  1988,  increasing 
numbers  of  regime  figures  arrived  in 
India  in  search  of  asylum,  including  a 
KHAD  general  related  to  Najibullah. 
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Iran 

Although  preoccupied  with  its  own  rev- 
olution and  war  with  Iraq,  Iran  has 
been  an  outspoken  supporter  of  the 
mujahidin  and  hosts  more  than  1  mil- 
lion refugees  in  camps  primarily  along 
its  eastern  border.  Although  it  did  not 
participate  in  the  Geneva  negotiations, 
Iran  was  kept  informed  of  the  proceed- 
ings by  the  United  Nations. 

Iran  feels  a  special  kinship  with 
Afghanistan's  Shia  Muslims  with  whom 
it  shares  religious  and  cultural  ties;  and 
it  is  critical  of  the  Sunni-dominated  Re- 
sistance Alliance  based  in  Peshawar  for 
what  it  perceives  as  an  anti-Shia  bias. 
Although  its  abilities  are  limited,  Iran 
mainly  supports  Shia  groups,  primarily 
from  western  and  central  Afghanistan, 
while  repeatedly  calling  for  the  with- 
drawal of  Soviet  troops. 

The  People's  Republic  of  China 

China,  concerned  about  regional  sta- 
bility and  Soviet  expansionism,  has 
made  Soviet  withdrawal  from 
Afghanistan  a  precondition  to  nor- 
malization of  Sino-Soviet  relations. 
China  supports  the  Geneva  accords  and 
has  criticized  repeatedly  Soviet 
"pretexts"  for  delaying  withdrawal.  It 
also  depicts  Soviet  withdrawal  and 
failure  to  agree  on  a  coalition  govern- 
ment as  furnishing  both  positive  and 
negative  models  for  a  Cambodian 
settlement. 

China's  ties  to  Pakistan  are  a  cru- 
cial component  of  its  Afghan  policy.  The 
P.R.C.  fully  supported  the  Pakistani 
positions  on  an  interim  government  and 
symmetry  during  the  Geneva  negotia- 
tion process  and  has  worked  closely 
with  Pakistan  to  provide  assistance  to 
Afghan  refugees. 


Afghanistan  in  the 
International  Arena 

Gaining  Islamic  and  International 
Credibility 

The  single  most  important  event  in 
Afghanistan's  foreign  relations  during 
the  year  was  the  April  14  signing  of  the 
Geneva  accords.  Najibullah  clearly  was 
a  reluctant  participant  and  Wakil,  who 
actually  signed  for  the  regime  at  Gen- 
eva, even  more  so.  Nevertheless,  Na- 
jibullah has  tried  to  make  the  best  of 
it — portraying  himself  for  both  domes- 
tic and  international  audiences  as  the 
great  peacemaker.  The  message,  how- 


ever, has  not  been  convincing  to  most 
observers,  who  give  the  resistance 
mujahidin  the  credit  for  Moscow's  deci- 
sion. Conversely,  Najibullah's  political 
enemies  have  been  all  too  eager  to  let 
him  take  the  blame  for  what  they  see 
as  a  Soviet  "sell-out." 

Najibullah  began  the  year  on  a 
high  note,  having  just  returned  from  a 
December  1987  trip  to  Asia,  where  he 
met  with  Indian  Prime  Minister  Gandhi 
for  the  first  time  and  also  visited  Viet- 
nam and  Cambodia.  In  May,  Najibullah 
went  again  to  India  on  a  trip  that  was 
heralded  by  the  Kabul  media  as  an  ex- 
pression of  confidence  by  the  Indian 
Government.  Najibullah  continued  his 
travels  in  early  June  with  a  trip  to  the 
United  Nations,  where  he  addressed 
the  Special  Session  on  Disarmament, 
and  a  visit  to  Cuba.  However,  plans  to 
continue  on  to  Czechoslovakia  were  can- 
celed, presumably  because  of  instability 
and  coup  rumors  in  Kabul.  Since  then, 
Najibullah  has  stayed  close  to  home — 
except  for  some  probable  unpublicized 
visits  to  Moscow. 

Despite  these  efforts,  the  regime 
never  has  gained  international  cred- 
ibility. Few  countries  outside  the  com- 
munist bloc  recognize  it  as  legitimate. 
Efforts  by  the  regime  in  1988  to  change 
its  status  as  an  international  pariah 
were  largely  a  failure.  Throughout  the 
year,  Najibullah  has  tried  assiduously 
to  associate  himself  and  the  new  gov- 
ernment with  Islamic  tradition  and  has 
pushed  for  expanded  international  ac- 
ceptance— particularly  in  the  Islamic 
world. 

In  March,  the  PDPA  Politburo  es- 
tablished an  "Islamic  University"  in 
Kabul;  on  various  occasions  Najibullah 
appeared  before  the  "Islamic  High  Con- 
sultative Council"  to  report  on  govern- 
ment policies  and  plans.  In  late 
October,  the  regime  sponsored  an  inter- 
national Islamic  conference  in  Kabul  to 
commemorate  the  Prophet  Mohammed's 
birthday.  Najibullah  once  again  ap- 
pealed for  a  cease-fire  and  talks  with 
the  "opposition,"  this  time  suggesting 
Mecca  as  a  venue. 

The  Kabul  Regime  and  the  OIC 

The  Organization  of  the  Islamic  Confer- 
ence declared  the  Afghan  seat  vacant 
at  the  time  of  the  Soviet  invasion.  It 
since  has  been  contested  by  the  re- 
sistance and  the  Kabul  regime.  Follow- 
ing Gorbachev's  February  8  withdrawal 
announcement,  Kabul  embarked  on  an 
ambitious  plan  to  convince  OIC  mem- 


bers that  the  imminent  Soviet  with- 
drawal signaled  a  basic  change  in 
conditions  and  that  the  OIC  could 
award  its  Afghan  seat  to  Kabul  at  its 
forthcoming  ministerial  meeting  to  be 
held  in  Amman  from  March  21  to  25. 
Foreign  Minister  Wakil  was  dispatched 
to  foreign  capitals  as  part  of  Kabul's 
lobbying  campaign. 

Saudi  Arabia,  location  of  the  OIC's 
headquarters,  was  instrumental  in  re- 
buffing Kabul's  effort.  Saudi  Arabia  has 
been  among  the  most  vigorous  of  the 
Arab  countries  opposed  to  the  Soviet 
occupation  and  has  helped  organize 
Arab  and  Muslim  states  against  it.  A 
resistance  delegation  attended  the  OIC 
meeting  as  observers  and  presented  its 
case  to  the  delegates.  On  March  21, 
in  a  tacit  admission  of  the  campaign's 
failure,  the  Afghan  Foreign  Ministry  is- 
sued a  statement  condemning  discus- 
sion of  the  Afghan  issue  in  Amman  as 
"unjustifiable  and  open  interference  in 
the  internal  affairs  of  an  Islamic 
country." 

On  March  23,  the  OIC  passed  a 
strong  resolution  noting  the  worldwide 
condemnation  of  the  Soviet  occupation    , 
reflected  in  previous  UN  and  OIC  reso- ! 
lutions.  It  called  on  all  OIC  members  to 
withhold  recognition  of  the  Kabul  re-     ] 
gime  until  all  Soviet  troops  were  with-  j 
drawn  and  to  stop  all  forms  of  aid  to 
Kabul.  It  also  commended  Pakistan  for  ! 
providing  asylum  to  Afghan  refugees, 
called  for  an  immediate  withdrawal  of 
Soviet  troops,  and  deplored  Afghan  air 
raids,  bombings,  and  terrorism  directed 
against  Pakistan. 

While  praising  the  resistance  for 
its  struggle  against  Soviet  occupation, 
the  conference  did  not  award  the  vacant 
Afghan  seat  to  the  mujahidin,  stating 
that  it  would  be  filled  when  the  fighting 
had  ceased,  an  acceptable  government 
had  been  established,  and  the  refugees 
had  returned.  It  did,  however,  recom- 
mend that  conference  members  estab- 
lish closer  relations  with  the  resistance. 

Afghanistan  in  the  NAM 

In  1988,  the  Nonaligned  Movement  held 
its  ministerial  from  September  5  to  10 
at  Nicosia,  Cyprus,  and  adopted  a 
consensus  resolution  on  a  variety  of 
international  issues.  The  resolution  ex- 
pressed "deep  satisfaction"  at  the  con- 
clusion of  the  Geneva  accords  and 
commended  the  United  Nations  for  its 
efforts  but  urged  that  a  "broad-based 
government"  be  established  in  Afghani- 
stan. This  echoed  previous  NAM  decla- 
rations which  refused  to  confer 
legitimacy  on  the  Kabul  regime. 
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Expanding  Bilateral  Relationships 

During  the  year,  the  regime  established 
an  embassy  in  Vienna  and  gained  ac- 
creditation to  Nicaragua,  Cyprus,  and 
Ghana  respectively  for  its  ambassadors 
in  Cuba,  Moscow,  and  Ethiopia. 


Afghanistan  and  the  Media 

The  Kabul  regime  and  the  Soviet  media 
have  alleged  that  Western,  Pakistani, 
and  Arab  military  advisers  were  active 
in  Afghanistan.  In  October,  Kabul 
claimed  that  two  Americans  were  killed 
in  combat  inside  Afghanistan,  while  in 
November  there  were  claims  of  up  to  20 
Americans  at  a  time  fighting  in 
Afghanistan.  No  evidence  has  ever 
been  produced,  and  the  United  States 
has  termed  Kabul's  charges  as 
spurious. 

Kabul  and  the  U.S.S.R.  actively 
have  attempted  to  prevent  reporters 
from  entering  the  country,  except 
through  Kabul's  auspices.  Seven  jour- 
nalists— one  Norwegian,  one  Japanese, 
one  Australian,  one  British,  one 
Pakistani,  and  two  Americans — have 
been  killed  covering  the  war,  and  three 
have  been  captured  and  imprisoned. 
The  Kabul  regime  has  offered  sizable 
cash  rewards  for  the  capture  or  killing 
of  foreign  journalists  traveling  with  the 
mujahidin  in  an  attempt  to  dissuade 
other  journalists  from  entering 
Afghanistan. 

Two  captured  journalists  were  re- 
leased in  1988.  Alain  Guillo,  a  French 
journalist,  captured  in  October  1987, 
was  tried  and  sentenced  to  10  years  im- 
prisonment as  a  spy.  He  was  released 
on  May  29,  1988.  Fausto  Biloslavo.  an 
Italian  journalist,  was  captured  in 
November  1987.  He  was  tried  in  Kabul 
for  "illegal  entry  and  spying"  and  was 
sentenced  to  7  years  imprisonment.  He 
was  released  on  June  1,  1988. 

In  both  cases  the  Kabul  regime  at- 
tempted to  obtain  legitimacy  by  manip- 
ulating the  imprisoned  reporters.  Both 
Italy  and  France  have  restricted  con- 
tacts with  Kabul  and  were  forced  by 
the  incarceration  of  their  nationals  to 
hold  talks  with  Kabul.  The  journalists 
were  not  released  until  high-level  gov- 
ernment officials  asked  Najibullah  to 
"pardon"  them.  These  exchanges  were 
given  wide  coverage  in  the  Soviet  and 
Kabul  media. 

Following  the  Geneva  accords,  the 
Soviets  became  more  responsive  to 
journalists  and  Hew  foreign  reporters 
to  Qandahar  on  Soviet  planes,  allowed 
them  to  accompany  withdrawing  Soviet 


troops,  and  gave  them  free  access  to 
Soviet  soldiers.  This  proved  to  be  a 
unique  opportunity  for  veteran  jour- 
nalists— who  had  long  covered  the  war 
only  from  the  resistance  side  or 
through  tightly  controlled  visits  to  Ka- 
bul— to  experience  the  war  from  the 
point  of  view  of  the  average  Soviet 
soldier. 

The  Soviets'  own  coverage  also  be- 
gan to  change.  For  the  first  time,  the 
Soviet  people  were  exposed  to  realistic 
reports  of  combat  inside  Afghanistan 
and  were  allowed  to  learn  of  the  grim 
and  bloody  nature  of  the  conflict.  Pre- 
vious Soviet  coverage  had  been  spare 
and  unenlightening,  stressing  the  suc- 
cesses of  the  Red  Army  and  its  support 
from  the  Afghan  people.  For  the  first 
time,  Soviet  commentators  began  to 
discuss  the  difficulties  facing  Soviet 
troops  and  Afghan  resistance  to  sovi- 
etization.  This  change  in  coverage  was 
meant  to  encourage  public  support  for 
Gorbachev's  withdrawal  decision,  shift 
the  blame  for  the  disaster  onto  the  pre- 
vious regime,  and  perhaps  prepare  the 
Soviet  public  for  impending  withdrawal 
from  Afghanistan  in  the  face  of  con- 
tinued fighting  there. 

Human  Rights  and 
Afghanistan 

The  most  serious  violations  of  human 
rights  in  Afghanistan  have  resulted 
from  the  disregard  of  the  humanitarian 
rules  of  war  by  Soviet  and  Kabul  re- 
gime forces.  Soviet/Kabul  forces  con- 
tinue to  kill  and  injure  civilians  in 
retaliation  for  mujahidin  successes  as 
well  as  during  attempts  to  create  se- 
cure areas.  Tactics  used  against  the  ci- 
vilian population  include  high-altitude 
bombing  raids,  indiscriminate  air  and 
artillery  attacks,  timebombs  set  to  det- 
onate during  peak  travel  hours  along 
popular  supply  routes,  and  boobytraps 
cleverly  designed  to  attract  children. 
Resistance  forces  also  have  been  re- 
sponsible for  violent  acts  which  have 
brought  death  and  injury  to 
noncombatants. 

Abuses  by  the  Kabul  regime  and 
Soviet  Army  remain  widespread — de- 
spite some  amelioration  as  part  of  the 
regime's  national  reconciliation  cam- 
paign. Najibullah's  government  has  en- 
gaged in  political  killing,  abduction, 
forced  conscription,  torture,  arbitrary 
arrest,  and  systematic  denial  of  basic- 
human  rights.  Thousands  of  Afghans 


have  been  arrested  and  imprisoned  for 
years  without  trial,  and  hundreds  have 
been  summarily  executed  or  died  from 
mistreatment.  Kabul  regime  press 
gangs  often  forcibly  snatch  underage 
Afghan  males  from  the  streets.  Parents 
are  seldom  notified,  and  the  children 
simply  disappear  into  the  army. 

Victims  have  described  the  system- 
atic use  of  torture  in  regime  prisons. 
Some  have  alleged  the  torture  was  di- 
rected or  observed  by  Soviet  personnel. 
Imprisoned  foreign  nationals  from  a 
number  of  countries  are  denied  access 
to  their  embassies.  The  regime  does 
not  protect  Afghan  citizens  from  arbi- 
trary arrest.  Arrest  warrants  are  not 
issued,  and  detainees  have  been  kept 
imprisoned  for  years  without  access  to 
legal  assistance,  family,  or  medical 
care.  Najibullah's  "revolutionary  jus- 
tice" system  tries,  sentences,  and 
sometimes  executes  prisoners  in  secret. 
Food,  water,  and  sanitary  facilities  are 
in  short  supply  in  Afghanistan's  over- 
crowded prisons.  Many  prisoners  are 
chronically  ill. 

Private  homes  in  Afghanistan  rou- 
tinely are  searched  by  government 
forces.  Telephones  are  tapped  and  cor- 
respondence monitored.  All  media  are 
controlled  by  the  PDPA  with  no  dis- 
senting opinions  allowed.  Foreign  radio 
broadcasts  are  often  jammed.  Any  ex- 
pression of  dissent  from  PDPA  views  or 
criticism  of  the  Soviet  Union  can  result 
in  imprisonment. 

Amnesty  International's  May  1987 
report  on  Afghanistan  condemned  the 
Kabul/Soviet  practice  of  detaining,  ex- 
ecuting, and  attacking  refugees  fleeing 
to  Pakistan.  It  contains  eyewitness  ac- 
counts of  attacks  on  refugees  by  Soviet 
and  regime  troops.  The  report  also  at- 
tacks torture  in  regime  prisons  and 
noted  that  political  prisoners  are  often 
forcibly  conscripted  upon  their  release 
from  prison,  a  practice  Amnesty  Inter- 
national decries  as  nothing  more  than 
"continued  political  imprisonment." 
Throughout  1987  and  into  1988,  Am- 
nesty International  received  no  re- 
sponse to  its  numerous  requests  for 
information  about  prisoners. 

Amnesty  International  noted  that 
under  Najibullah's  national  reconcilia- 
tion program  some  10,000  political  pris- 
oners may  have  been  freed.  However, 
regime  attacks  on  civilians  did  not 
cease  after  the  program  was  initiated, 
and  the  flow  of  refugees  into  Pakistan 
and  Iran  continued  unabated.  The 
United  Nations  noted  some  improve- 
ment in  the  movement  of  refugees  into 
and  out  of  neighboring  countries. 
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Mujahidin  fighters  hold  a  Soviet  antipersonnel  mine. 


In  1988  Felix  Ermacora,  the  UN's 
special  rapporteur  on  human  rights  in 
Afghanistan,  again  visited  both 
Afghanistan  and  Pakistan  to  gather 
facts  and  impressions  and  prepare  a 
written  report.  Ermacora  criticized 
Afghanistan's  new  constitution,  which 
he  charged  was  not  a  "free  act  of  self- 
determination,"  did  not  guarantee  a 
multiparty  system,  and  did  not  ade- 
quately safeguard  human  rights.  He 
noted  that  human  rights  would  not  be 
assured  until  the  "revolutionary  tri- 
bunals," revolutionary  prosecutor,  and 
secret  police  (KHAD)  were  abolished. 
Ermacora  described  the  large  numbers 
of  refugees  as  the  principal  human 
rights  problem  facing  the  country  and 
noted  that  the  presence  of  Soviet  troops 
was  the  principal  hindrance  to  their 
return. 

For  the  past  several  years,  the 
United  Nations,  despite  Soviet  efforts 
to  quash  debate,  has  passed  annual  res- 
olutions on  the  "Question  of  Human 
Rights  and  Fundamental  Freedoms  in 
Afghanistan."  These  resolutions  have 
been  critical  of  the  human  rights  situa- 
tion in  Afghanistan. 

The  most  recent  resolution,  passed 
by  consensus  in  December  1988,  recog- 
nized "some  improvements  in  some  as- 
pects of  the  human  rights  situation  in 
Afghanistan"  but  expressed  deep  con- 
cern about  continuing  allegations  of  tor- 
ture and  ill-treatment  of  prisoners, 
continuing  disappearances,  and  the  in- 
carceration of  political  prisoners.  It 
noted  that  human  rights  violations 


"persist  with  the  same  frequency  as  in 
the  past"  and  that  civilians  are  most 
affected. 


The  Afghan  Economy 


Agriculture  and  Food  Supply 

Abundant  snow  and  rainfall  over  the 
winter  months  ensured  a  good  spring 
wheat  harvest,  helping  keep  prices  of 
staples  down  in  the  first  half  of  1988. 
Meat  prices  registered  the  largest  in- 
creases, a  reflection  of  continuing  herd 
attrition  from  the  fighting.  The  regime 
for  the  first  time  began  importing  meat 
from  India  to  feed  troops.  Some  of  this 
meat  reached  the  market,  moderating 
price  increases  somewhat.  Meat  prices 
in  Kabul  essentially  increased  by  an  es- 
timated 73%  over  1987  prices,  and  what 
little  meat  was  available  was  of  very 
poor  quality. 


Inflation 

Inflation  continued  to  increase  steadily 
in  1988  despite  a  highly  publicized  gov- 
ernment campaign  to  keep  prices  down. 
Food  shortages  and  price  increases 
were  more  pronounced  toward  the  end 
of  1988,  when  fighting  closed  roads 
leading  to  Kabul  and  Qandahar.  Annual 
inflation  reached  an  estimated  40%  (up 
from  an  estimated  30%-35%  inflation 
rate  in  1987). 


The  extensive  destruction  and  de- 
population of  previously  productive  ag- 
ricultural areas  near  Kabul  during  1987 
forced  merchants  to  seek  fruits  and 
vegetables  from  farther  distances.  Po- 
tato prices  increased  sharply  because 
of  difficulty  in  transporting  them 
from  the  main  growing  area  in  central 
Afghanistan.  Prices  for  firewood  also 
began  climbing  in  the  fall  as  fighting 
reduced  access  to  forested  areas;  de- 
mand was  abnormally  high  because 
of  a  scarcity  of  kerosene.  The  regime 
blamed  the  kerosene  shortage  on  trans- 
portation problems. 

Continued  Depreciation  of  the 
Afghani 

A  25%  depreciation  of  the  Afghani  dur- 
ing 1988  increased  the  scarcity  of  for- 
eign exchange,  making  commercial 
imports  more  expensive.  The  currency 
depreciation,  and  regime  efforts  to 
force  merchants  wishing  to  trade  with 
private  Western  firms  to  first  sign  bar- 
ter contracts  with  the  Council  for  Mu- 
tual Economic  Assistance  (CMEA) 
organizations,  spurred  reliance  on  bar- 
ter trade  with  the  Soviet  Union  and 
Eastern  Europe. 

The  sharp  depreciation  of  the 
Afghani  against  the  U.S.  dollar  and 
other  Western  currencies  was  fueled,  in  ' 
part,  by  large  hard  currency  purchases 
by  the  regime.  Earlier  in  the  year  the 
Afghani  rose  and  fell  with  reports  of 
progress  in  the  Geneva  talks,  with  mer- 
chants buying  Afghanis  in  anticipation 
of  an  early  refugee  return.  The  decline 
in  the  value  of  the  Afghani  resumed  in 
earnest  after  the  terms  of  the  Soviet 
withdrawal  were  set. 

General  Economic  Performance 

Agricultural  production  declined  in  1987 
according  to  regime  reports  and  proba- 
bly fell  again  in  1988  because  of  further 
damage  to  fields  and  irrigation  sys- 
tems. Natural  gas  exports  also  dropped 
due  to  mujahidin  activity  in  gas- 
producing  areas  and  around  the 
export  pipeline  to  the  Soviet  Union. 

In  a  March  14  speech  to  provincial 
governors  and  members  of  the  Afghan 
Council  of  Ministers,  Prime  Minister 
Keshtmand  blamed  lagging  economic 
activity  and  exports  on  a  shortage  of 
raw  materials  and  mismanagement  by 
government  enterprises.  He  attributed 
a  sharp  decline  in  hard  currency  earn- 
ings to  an  absolute  decline  in  Afghan 
exports  and  to  an  increasing  reliance  on 
barter  trade  with  CMEA  countries. 
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Soviet  Aid  in  1988 

The  Soviet  Union  began  instituting  aid 
agreements  between  individual  Soviet 
republics  and  Afghan  provinces  in  1987 
to  better  control  aid  disbursements  and 
bind  the  Afghan  economy  closely  to  its 
own.  Many  of  these  agreements  involve 
aid  to  the  agricultural  sector,  particu- 
larly flood  control  and  irrigation  proj- 
ects, but  they  also  are  used  as  a 
conduit  for  commodity  imports,  particu- 
larly foodstuffs.  The  number  of  these 
aid  agreements  grew  rapidly  in  1988, 
and  a  significant  proportion  of  Soviet 
aid  is  now  funneled  through  them.  For 
example,  Laghman  Province  received 
shoes,  mattresses,  soap,  salt,  wheat, 
and  radios  under  its  aid  agreement 
with  Belorussian  S.S.R. 

Expansion  of  the  Kabul  airport  was 
completed  in  May  with  Soviet  as- 
sistance. As  part  of  an  ongoing  10-year, 
$150-million  Soviet  aid  program  to  aug- 
ment Afghan  electricity  supplies,  Kabul 
was  linked  to  the  Soviet  power  grid  in 
late  1988. 


UN  Humanitarian  Effort 

The  Soviet  invasion  and  occupation  of 
Afghanistan  have  inflicted  immense  suf- 
fering on  the  Afghan  people  and  left 
the  country  with  enormous  physical  de- 
struction. Hundreds  of  thousands  of 
people  have  been  killed  or  maimed,  and 
about  3.2  million  people  have  fled  to 
Pakistan  and  another  2  million  to  Iran 
rather  than  submit  to  the  Soviets  and 
the  illegitimate  Kabul  regime.  Another 
1-2  million  people  have  been  internally 
displaced. 

Besides  the  millions  of  refugees, 
there  has  been  extensive  physical  de- 
struction of  homes,  mosques,  roads  and 
bridges,  orchards,  and  irrigation  sys- 
tems. Health  and  educational  systems 
have  been  disrupted  severely.  Mines 
have  been  sown  indiscriminately  over 
much  of  the  country,  rendering  many 
agricultural  fields  useless  in  a  country 
where  agriculture  forms  the  "backbone" 
of  its  economy. 

The  size  of  the  problem  is  such  that 
no  single  country  can  provide  the  re- 
sources required  to  help  the  Afghan 
people  meet  the  challenge  before  them. 
The  demand  for  expertise  and  financial 
aid  compel  an  international  response  to 
which  the  United  Nations  and  its  tech- 
nical and  development  agencies  must 
provide  leadership. 


The  United  Nations  is  responding 
to  this  need.  In  May,  the  Secretary 
General  appointed  a  Special  Coordi- 
nator for  Afghan  Humanitarian  Affairs, 
Prince  Sadruddin  Aga  Khan.  UN  agen- 
cies have  begun  drawing  up  plans  and 
stockpiling  food,  medicine,  and  other 
necessities  in  anticipation  of  the  return 
of  the  refugees.  Plans  are  also  being 
made  for  the  eventual  reconstruction  of 
the  country. 

Refugee  Repatriation 

The  UN  High  Commissioner  for  Refu- 
gees (UNHCR)  will  have  chief  respon- 
sibility for  the  return  of  several  million 
Afghans,  a  repatriation  effort  that  is 
unprecedented  in  modern  history.  The 
successful  repatriation  of  the  refugees 
will  depend  on  the  return  of  peace  and 
stability.  This  in  turn  depends  on  the 
timetable  of  Soviet  withdrawal  and 
prospects  for  political  and  military  sta- 
bility at  both  national  and  provincial 
levels.  Another  factor  which  will  influ- 
ence the  refugee  return  is  the  speed 
with  which  the  mines  are  destroyed  or 
neutralized.  Economic  opportunities  in 
Pakistan  and  Iran  in  comparison  with 
expected  opportunities  in  Afghanistan 
also  will  play  a  role.  Finally,  the  rate  of 
return  will  be  heavily  dependent  upon 
the  restoration  of  agricultural  produc- 
tivity, prior  to  which  supply  of  food 
from  the  outside  will  be  essential. 
Over  half  of  the  several  million 
refugees  expected  to  return  to 
Afghanistan  following  the  Soviet  with- 
drawal will  be  children  and  young 
adults.  In  some  border  provinces, 
where  the  war  has  greatly  disrupted 
village  life,  returning  refugees  and  dis- 
placed persons  will  outnumber  resi- 
dents. The  heaviest  concentration  of 
returning  refugees  will  be  in  the  war- 
ravaged  eastern  and  southern  regions, 
followed  by  Herat  Province  in  the  west. 

Refugees  in  Pakistan 

The  ethnic  Pushtuns,  who  have  main- 
tained strong  tribal  ties  despite  severe 
disruption  of  their  lifestyles,  include 
about  80%  of  the  Afghan  refugees  in 
Pakistan.  Most  Pushtuns  moved  into 
refugee  camps  in  Pakistan's  Northwest 
Frontier  Province  and  Baluchistan  from 
villages  within  100  miles  of  the  border. 
Some  refugees  have  moved  back  and 
forth  across  the  border  to  join  the 
mujahidin  and  to  trade  or  temporarily 
return  to  their  farms.  Pushtuns  should 
be  the  first  wave  of  returning  refugees 
because  of  their  fierce  independence 
and  close  proximity  to  home.  Other 


ethnic  groups  who  fled  from  farther 
away,  such  as  the  Hazaras,  Tajiks,  and 
Uzbeks,  probably  will  be  more  cautious 
in  returning. 

Since  the  Soviet  invasion,  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Pakistan  has  provided  gen- 
erous assistance  to  the  Afghan  refugees 
despite  domestic  economic  strains  and 
international  pressures.  Most  refugees 
live  in  camp  clusters  of  mud  and  straw 
houses  as  they  would  in  their  home  vil- 
lages. The  refugees  in  Pakistan  are  al- 
lowed to  travel  outside  the  camps  and 
to  take  remunerative  jobs.  Many  of  the 
more  than  300  camps  scattered  along 
the  border  region  have  well-developed 
and  specialized  markets  that  interact 
with  each  other  as  well  as  with  local 
Pakistani  markets.  Refugees,  where 
possible,  work  as  traders,  laborers,  and 
truck  drivers.  Their  economic  stability 
and  access  to  better  medical  care  than 
was  available  in  their  home  villages 
have  resulted  in  very  high  fertility 
rates  and  relatively  low  infant  mortality 
rates.  Thus  more  Afghans  may  return 
than  initially  fled. 

By  fall  1988,  no  significant  re- 
patriation had  occurred;  indeed,  refu- 
gees are  still  fleeing  areas  of  heavy 
fighting.  Most  Afghans  in  Pakistan 
probably  will  wait  until  late  spring  or 
early  summer  1989  to  return  home  be- 
cause of  continued  instability  in  the 
eastern  and  southern  regions.  The 
border  area  still  offers  a  less-than-hos- 
pitable  homecoming,  despite  a  reduced 
Soviet  presence,  because  of  widespread 
distribution  of  landmines  and  fierce 
fighting  between  the  mujahidin  and 
Kabul  regime  forces  in  and  around 
towns  and  cities.  As  the  border  areas 
become  more  secure,  refugees  will  be- 
gin returning  to  their  villages  to  repair 
homes  and  irrigation  ditches  and  pre- 
pare abandoned  farmland  for  the  first 
planting  next  spring. 

Refugees  in  Iran 

The  return  of  Afghan  refugees  from 
Iran  is  much  harder  to  predict  than 
that  from  Pakistan.  They  are  more  spa- 
tially diffused  and  have  become  more 
integrated  into  the  host  country  econ- 
omy than  their  fellow  refugees  in 
Pakistan.  Although  Iran  may  have  as 
many  as  2  million  Afghans,  about  half 
are  Persian-speaking  economic  mi- 
grants who  may  not  return  in  the  next 
couple  of  years  unless  Iran's  economy 
continues  to  nose  dive.  Most  of  the  esti- 
mated 1  million  Afghan  refugees  in  Iran 
are  expected  to  return  to  the  western 
provinces  of  Herat  and  Farah. 
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Afghan  father  and  son  waiting  to  return  home. 


Rural  Stability  and  Urbanization 

Afghanistan's  rural  population  has 
fallen  sharply  since  the  Soviet  occupa- 
tion. Those  villagers  who  did  not  flee 
the  country  often  migrated  to  cities 
such  as  Kabul,  Qandahar,  and  Herat. 
All  of  the  towns  and  cities  in  the  south- 
ern and  eastern  provinces  have  been 
damaged  by  the  war  and  a  few  have 
been  completely  deserted.  Some 
Afghans,  rather  than  become  refugees, 


migrated  to  Kabul  which,  as  a  result, 
has  more  than  quadrupled  its  popula- 
tion (to  about  2  million). 

Internally  displaced  Afghans  have 
proven  to  be  a  serious  problem.  While 
refugees  receive  considerable  attention 
from  relief  agencies,  displaced  persons 
often  are  overlooked.  Having  migrated 
to  cities,  many  are  housed  in  urban 
slums  in  substandard  conditions  and 
are  suffering  from  unemployment  and 
malnutrition.  There  are  some  indica- 
tions that  they  are  in  worse  condition 


than  the  refugees.  This  group  will  re- 
quire considerable  attention  as  the 
country  reconstructs. 

Resettling  displaced  persons  and 
refugees  in  their  former  villages,  re- 
planting crops,  restoring  irrigation  ca- 
nals, and  reorganizing  marketing 
systems  will  be  major  obstacles  to  rural 
stability  and  will  require  substantial 
foreign  assistance.  Peaceful  resettle- 
ment also  may  be  hindered  by  conflicts 
over  land  tenure  between  those  who 
stayed  and  those  returning.  Finally,  the 
threat  of  food  shortages  or  the  reality 
of  entrenched  rural  poverty,  coming 
after  8  years  of  relief  assistance,  may 
push  some  refugees  and  displaced  per- 
sons to  cities  that  will  be  hard  pressed 
to  accommodate  them. 

Infrastructure  and  Agriculture 

Although  much  infrastructural  damage 
can  be  repaired  with  local  material  and 
labor,  major  reconstruction  projects, 
such  as  rebuilding  bridges  and  main 
highways,  will  require  international  as- 
sistance and  may  take  several  years. 
Along  with  infrastructural  damage  and 
labor  shortages,  land  abandonment  has 
been  blamed  for  much  of  the  decline  in 
agricultural  productivity  within 
Afghanistan.  If  traditional  staples,  par- 
ticularly wheat  and  rice,  once  again  are 
to  support  the  local  population,  atten- 
tion must  be  paid  not  only  to  the  provi- 
sion of  good  seed,  fertilizer,  and 
livestock  but  also  to  marketing  systems 
that  hold  the  key  to  regional  develop- 
ment. If  this  effort  fails,  farmers  re- 
turning to  the  eastern  and  southern 
provinces  may  resort  to  opium  cultiva- 
tion to  provide  them  with  much-needed 
income  during  the  first  few  years. 

The  International  Relief  Effort 

An  extensive  rural  development  pro- 
gram— focusing  on  basic  needs,  agri- 
cultural production,  and  marketing 
systems — will  be  required  over  the  next 
few  years  to  avert  famine  and  uncon- 
trolled migrations  to  cities.  But  before 
that  long-term  development  effort  can 
take  place,  the  UNHCR  and  several 
governmental  and  voluntary  agencies 
face  the  challenge  of  assisting  several 
million  poor,  but  proud,  Afghans  in  re- 
turning home.  Although  the  United  Na- 
tions has  contingency  plans  for 
repatriation,  including  monitoring  sta- 
tions and  food  rations  through  the  first 
harvest,  it  will  be  unable  to  control 
when  and  where  the  refugees  go  or  to 
provide  the  major  infrastructural  as- 
sistance that  will  be  needed. 
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Over  the  next  year  repatriation  and 
relief  efforts  probably  will  be  directed 
at  the  southern  and  eastern  provinces. 
These  provinces  will  face  a  difficult 
task  absorbing  the  upcoming  influx,  but 
their  relatively  close  proximity  to  refu- 
gee camps  and  tribal  and  economic 
links  among  Pushtuns  on  both  sides  of 
the  border  should  ease  the  transition 
period. 


U.S.  Policy 


straint  in  providing  military  assistance 
should  the  Soviet  Union  do  so  as  well. 

Unfortunately,  the  Soviet  Union 
since  has  chosen  not  only  to  continue 
supplying  the  Kabul  regime  with  mili- 
tary goods  but  also  to  increase  the 
scale  and  breadth  of  its  assistance, 
providing  the  PDPA  regime  with  weap- 
onry and  technology  heretofore  unavail- 
able to  it. 

The  United  States  regards  direct 
Soviet-resistance  talks  as  a  positive  de- 
velopment and  supports  a  peaceful  set- 


tlement of  the  Afghan  conflict  involving 
genuine  Afghan  self-determination.  The 
form  of  a  future  government,  and  the 
modalities  for  choosing  it,  are  for  the 
Afghans  themselves  to  decide.  The 
United  States  backs  no  parties  or  indi- 
viduals in  this  process. 

Humanitarian  Assistance 

The  United  States  supports  the  United 
Nations  as  it  prepares  for  the  task  of 
resettlement  of  millions  of  Afghan  refu- 
gees. Moreover,  it  will  cooperate  fully 


Geneva  Accords 

Since  Soviet  forces  invaded  Afghanistan 
in  December  1979,  their  prompt  and 
complete  withdrawal  has  been  viewed 
by  the  United  States  as  the  single 
most  important  factor  in  solving  the 
Afghanistan  crisis.  The  Geneva  accords, 
signed  on  April  14,  1988,  provided  a 
timetable  for  that  goal.  Their  center- 
piece is  the  stipulation  that  all  Soviet 
troops  must  be  removed  from 
Afghanistan  no  later  than  February  15, 
1989.  The  accords  constitute  a  first  step 
toward  resolving  the  Afghan  conflict. 
In  this  regard,  the  withdrawal  of  Soviet 
troops  will  set  the  stage  for  the  return 
of  the  refugees  to  a  free,  sovereign,  and 
nonaligned  Afghanistan,  where  they 
may  decide  their  own  future  free  from 
outside  interference. 

On  August  15,  1988,  the  Soviet 
Union  met  the  first  benchmark  stipu- 
lated in  the  agreements  by  essentially 
completing  the  withdrawal  of  50%  of  its 
forces  from  Afghanistan.  The  United 
States  fully  expects  the  Soviet  Union  to 
adhere  to  its  commitment  at  Geneva  by 
withdrawing  its  forces  completely  from 
Afghanistan  no  later  than  the  February 
15,  1989,  deadline  given  in  the  accords. 

When  the  United  States  agreed 
along  with  the  Soviet  Union  to  become 
a  coguarantor  of  the  agreements,  it 
insisted  that  the  obligations  of  the 
guarantors  must  be  balanced  and  sym- 
metrical. The  United  States  was  pre- 
pared to  accept  a  joint  U.S. -Soviet 
moratorium  on  further  military  supplies 
to  parties  in  Afghanistan  for  a  limited 
period  of  time.  The  Soviets,  however, 
refused  to  accept  such  an  arrangement, 
claiming  a  right  to  continue  furnishing 
military  hardware  to  their  clients  in 
Kabul.  Consequently,  the  United  States 
insisted  that  it  would  retain  and  exer- 
cise the  right,  consistent  with  its  own 
obligations  as  a  guarantor,  to  provide 
military  assistance  to  parties  in 
Afghanistan.  The  United  States  added 
that  it  was  prepared  to  exercise  re- 
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PRESIDENTS  STATEMENT, 
DEC.  27,  19881 

This  has  been  a  historic  year  for 
Afghanistan.  For  the  Afghan  people, 
years  of  determination  in  the  face  of 
great  adversity  have  been  rewarded  by 
the  promise  of  peace.  On  April  14  in 
Geneva,  the  Soviet  Union  formally 
agreed  to  withdraw  all  of  its  troops 
from  Afghanistan  by  February  15,  1989. 
The  agreement  required  that  in  the 
first  stage,  the  U.S.S.R.  remove  half  of 
its  forces  from  Afghanistan  within  90 
days — a  task  they  met.  I  fully  expect 
them  to  honor  their  obligation  to  with- 
draw completely  by  February  15. 

Nine  years  ago  today,  the  Soviet 
Union  invaded  Afghanistan  in  a  brutal 
attempt  to  prop  up  an  unpopular  and 
authoritarian  regime.  Today  we  all 
know  the  outcome  of  this  tragic  mis- 
take. Rather  than  achieving  its  aim, 
the  Soviet  action  resulted  only  in  de- 
struction and  continued  suffering  for 
the  Afghan  people.  More  than  1  million 
people  are  thought  to  have  died  or  been 
injured,  while  at  least  one-third  of  the 
population  was  forced  to  take  refuge  in 
neighboring  Pakistan  and  Iran  or  to 
flee  to  the  large  cities  of  Afghanistan  to 
escape  the  carnage  in  the  countryside. 
Even  today,  as  February  15  approaches, 
the  Soviets  continue  offensive  military 
operations  in  Afghanistan.  The  intro- 
duction of  new  weapons  and  the  escala- 
tion in  the  use  of  Soviet  warplanes  in 
bombing  raids  against  Afghanistan  call 
into  question  the  Soviet  commitment  to 
a  peaceful  solution. 

At  every  turn,  it  is  the  determina- 
tion of  the  Afghan  people  and  the  val- 
iant freedom  fighters,  the  mujahidin, 


that  stays  the  advance  of  tyranny  in 
Afghanistan.  We  are  proud  to  have  sup- 
ported their  brave  struggle  to  regain 
their  freedom,  and  our  support  for  this 
noble  cause  will  continue  as  long  as  it  is 
needed. 

Self-determination,  the  right  to 
freely  choose  one's  own  destiny,  has 
been  the  central  point  of  the  Afghan 
struggle.  The  Afghan  people  have 
clearly  demonstrated  that  they  will  re- 
sist any  effort  by  outsiders  to  impose  a 
leadership  on  them.  We  have  held  that 
any  decision  about  the  government  in  a 
free  Afghanistan  will  be — must  be — the 
free  choice  of  the  Afghan  people  alone. 
With  the  end  of  foreign  occupation,  I 
am  confident  that  the  Afghan  people 
will  be  able  to  take  charge  of  their  own 
affairs  and  get  on  with  the  formidable 
task  of  rebuilding  their  country. 

This  will  be  my  last  statement  as 
President  marking  the  occasion  of  the 
anniversary  of  the  Soviet  invasion  of 
Afghanistan.  Nonetheless  the  date  will 
long  be  remembered  not  as  yet  another 
anniversary  in  a  continuing  occupation 
but,  God  willing,  as  a  reminder  that  the 
Afghan  people  are  determined  to  be 
free,  regardless  of  the  odds.  The  men 
and  women  of  Afghanistan  are  an  ex- 
ample to  those  anywhere  in  the  world 
who  would  call  themselves  free.  If  lib- 
erty comes  with  a  price,  the  Afghan 
people  have  more  than  paid  it  for  them- 
selves and  for  the  future  generations. 
In  the  name  of  the  free  people  of  the 
United  States,  I  again  salute  the  reso- 
lute people  of  Afghanistan  and  wish 
them  Godspeed  on  the  tasks  still  before 
them. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Jan.  2,  1989. 
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with  the  resettlement  and  reconstruc- 
tion effort  under  the  direction  of 
Sadruddin  Aga  Khan,  the  UN  coor- 
dinator for  Afghan  relief. 

From  1980  to  1988,  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment has  provided  approximately 
$750  million  in  humanitarian  aid  for  the 
Afghans  through  multilateral  and  bilat- 
eral channels.  These  funds  helped  pro- 
vide food  and  health  care,  housing, 
education,  and  vocational  training.  In 
fiscal  year  (FY)  1989,  the  United  States 
will  provide  an  additional  $150  million 
in  aid. 

Beginning  in  1985,  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment, through  the  Agency  for 
International  Development  (AID),  has 
administered  a  cross-border  human- 
itarian assistance  program  to  assist  the 
Afghan  people  in  countering  the  sys- 
tematic destruction  of  their  crops,  live- 
stock, and  property  inflicted  by  the 
Soviet  Army.  This  program  also  pro- 
vides Afghans  with  the  means  to  sur- 
vive in  their  country  and  helps  them 
resist  the  pressures  that  have  forced 
millions  of  their  compatriots  to  become 
refugees  in  Pakistan. 

U.S.  support  is  channeled  through 
the  various  technical  committees  of  the 
Afghan  Resistance  Alliance  to  support 
their  efforts  to  provide  education, 
health,  and  agricultural  services  inside 
Afghanistan.  The  U.S.  Government  also 
channels  support  through  American 
and  European  private  voluntary  agen- 
cies. The  alliance  technical  committees 
and  the  private  voluntary  agencies 
make  it  possible  to  deliver  foodstuffs, 
textbooks,  medicines,  agricultural 
equipment,  and  livestock  to  war- af- 
fected people  still  inside  Afghanistan 
who  need  them  most.  For  FY  1989, 
cross-border  humanitarian  assistance  is 
valued  at  $71.74  million  plus  an  addi- 
tional $23  million  in  emergency  refugee 
and  migration  assistance  funds  desig- 
nated by  the  Congress  to  be  admin- 
istered under  the  cross-border 
program. 

In  addition,  AID  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  Defense  provide  excess  human- 
itarian goods  as  well  as  help  transport 
food,  medicines,  and  clothing  donated 
to  the  alliance  by  private  groups  in  the 
United  States.  As  part  of  the  same  pro- 
gram, Afghans  wounded  in  the  war  are 
transported  to  the  United  States,  Eu- 
rope, and  the  Middle  East  for  free  me- 
dical treatment.  As  of  July  31,  1988, 
more  than  600  patients  had  been  placed 
worldwide. 


U.S.  Reports  to  United  Nations 
on  Downing  of  Libyan  Planes 


Following  is  the  text  of  the  U.S. 
letter  to  the  President  of  the  UN 
Security  Council  of  January  1,  1989, 
and  a  statement  by  Herbert  S.  Okun, 
Acting  U.S.  Permanent  Representative 
to  the  United  Nations,  in  the  Security 
Council  on  January  5. 


U.S.  LETTER, 
JAN.  4,  19881 

In  accordance  with  Article  51  of  the  United 
Nations  Charter,  and  as  discussed  earlier 
today  with  you  and  the  Secretary-General, 
I  wish,  on  behalf  of  my  Government,  to 
report  that  United  States  forces  have  exer- 
cised their  inherent  right  of  self-defense 
under  international  law  by  taking  defensive 
action  in  response  to  hostile  actions  con- 
stituting an  armed  attack  by  the  military 
forces  of  the  Libyan  Arab  Jamahiriya 
against  United  States  forces  lawfully  oper- 
ating above  international  waters  of  the 
Mediterranean  Sea. 

The  incident  took  place  at  5:00  a.m. 
Eastern  Standard  Time  (1000  GMT)  on  Jan- 
uary 4,  1989,  more  than  40  miles  off  the 
coast  of  Libya,  northeast  of  Darnah  be- 
tween Benghazi  and  the  Libyan-Egyptian 
border.  United  States  aircraft  were  par- 
ticipating in  a  routine  peaceful  naval  train- 
ing operation  over  international  waters  in 
the  Mediterranean  Sea  when  two  Libyan 
aircraft  without  provocation  approached 
them  in  a  hostile  manner.  After  repeatedly 
attempting  to  disengage  by  taking  evasive 
measures,  the  American  aircraft,  acting  in 
self-defense,  fired  upon  and  shot  down  the 
two  Libyan  aircraft. 

In  view  of  the  gravity  of  Libya's  ac- 
tion, I  ask  that  you  circulate  the  text  of 
this  letter  as  a  document  of  the  Security 
Council. 

Herbert  S.  Okun 

Ambassador 

Acting  Permanent  Representative 


AMBASSADOR  OKUN'S 

STATEMENT, 
JAN.  5,  19892 

It  is  not  Libya  that  is  the  aggrieved 
party  in  these  chambers  but  rather  the 
United  States,  whose  routine  opera- 
tions over  international  waters — well 
beyond  the  12-mile  limit  of  the  ter- 
ritorial seas  claimed  by  the  Government 
of  Libya — were  aggressively  and  hos- 
tilely  challenged  by  the  Libyan  Air 
Force.  The  U.S.  Navy  aircraft  were  in- 
volved in  normal  training  operations.  I 
wish  to  state  here  unequivocally  that 
their  activities  had  no  other  purpose. 

The  action  by  the  U.S.  Navy  F-14 
aircraft  in  response  to  provocation  and 
threat  by  two  armed  Libyan  MiG-23 
aircraft  was  fully  consistent  with  inter- 
nationally accepted  principles  of  self- 
defense.  The  United  States  has  so  in- 
formed the  UN  Secretary  General  and 
the  UN  Security  Council  President  un- 
der Article  51  of  the  UN  Charter.  Our 
letter  has  been  made  a  formal  part  of 
these  proceedings. 

The  facts  in  the  case  are  clear.  The 
incident  took  place  on  January  4.  The 
aircraft  carrier  Kennedy  was  on  an 
easterly  transit  through  the  Mediterra- 
nean Sea,  170  miles  north  of  the  border 
between  Libya  and  Egypt.  The  U.S. 
Navy  aircraft  were  operating  on  a 
training  mission  in  international  air- 
space over  international  waters  some  70 
miles  off  the  coast  of  Libya,  north  of 
Tobruk.  Operations  of  this  nature  have 
been  conducted  in  the  same  area  many 
times  in  the  past — in  fact,  12  times  over 
the  past  year.  These  operations — past 
and  present — pose  no  threat  to  Libya 
or  other  countries. 

During  these  operations,  armed 
Libyan  fighter  aircraft  were  detected 
by  the  U.S.  forces  as  the  Libyan  air- 
craft left  their  home  base  at  the  al- 
Bumbah  airfield  in  eastern  Libya.  The 


'These  new  provinces  have  not  yet 
been  delineated  on  international  maps  of 
Afghanistan.  ■ 
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Libyan  aircraft  were  tracked  for  10 
minutes  as  they  closed  rapidly  on  the 
two  American  F-14  planes.  Our  pilots 
did  not  react  precipitately.  Rather  they 
exercised  restraint  under  very  tense 
circumstances.  They  did  not  fire  imme- 
diately. Instead  they  repeatedly  at- 
tempted to  avoid  the  Libyan  aircraft 
which  were  closing  on  them. 

In  order  to  determine  the  intent  of 
the  Libyan  fighters  and  to  demonstrate 
lack  of  hostile  intent  on  their  part,  the 
U.S.  pilots  on  five  separate  occasions 
altered  their  direction.  They  also 
changed  their  speed  and  their  altitude. 
Still  the  Libyan  aircraft  continued  to 
close  and  track  our  aircraft  in  a  hostile 
manner,  markedly  different  from  pre- 
vious sorties  by  Libyan  aircraft  to  mon- 
itor our  training  operations.  In  the  face 
of  this  repeated  hostile  behavior  by  the 
Libyan  planes,  the  U.S.  section  leader 
was  faced  with  the  growing  and  immi- 
nent threat  of  being  shot  down  by  the 
intercepting  Libyan  aircraft.  We  have 
photographic  evidence  that  clearly 
shows  the  Libyan  aircraft  were  carry- 
ing air-to-air  missiles. 

At  a  distance  of  approximately  14 
miles,  or  with  only  a  few  seconds  to 
make  a  decision  as  the  Libyan  planes 
closed  at  a  very  high  rate  of  speed,  the 
U.S.  section  leader  determined  that  his 
aircraft  were  in  jeopardy.  The  U.S.  air- 
craft then  fired  on  the  Libyan  planes, 
shooting  down  two  Libyan  aircraft  in  a 
clear  and  unambiguous  act  of  self- 
defense. 

My  government  has  subsequently 
made  clear  in  its  public  statements  that 
as  far  as  the  United  States  is  con- 
cerned, this  was  a  distinct  incident,  un- 
related to  other  issues.  It  had  nothing 
whatever  to  do  with  our  concerns  about 
Libya's  chemical  warfare  plant,  which 
in  any  case  lies  600  miles  away  from 
the  location  where  the  shoot-down  oc- 
curred. It  is  also  erroneous  to  associate 
this  incident  with  extraneous  issues 


such  as  the  route  rotation  of  the  U.S. 
6th  Fleet  into  and  out  of  the  Mediterra- 
nean Sea.  As  U.S.  Defense  Secretary 
Carlucci  noted  in  his  January  4  briefing 
to  the  press,  the  carrier  on  which  the 
two  U.S.  F-14s  were  based  has  been  in 
the  Mediterranean  for  approximately 
the  last  half  year. 

In  sum  it  is  very  clear  from  the 
foregoing  that  our  actions  were  fully 
consistent  with  accepted  norms  of  self- 
defense.  My  government  considers  this 
matter  now  closed. 


'UN  document  S/20366. 
2USUN  press  release  1. 


Current  Actions 


MULTILATERAL 

Astronauts 

Agreement  on  the  rescue  of  astronauts,  the 
return  of  astronauts,  and  the  return  of 
objects  launched  into  outer  space.  Done  at 
Washington,  London,  and  Moscow  Apr.  22, 
1968.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  3,  1968. 
TIAS  6599. 

Accession  deposited:  China,  Dec.  19,  1988. 
Notification  of  succession  deposited: 
Antigua  and  Barbuda,  Nov.  16,  1988. 

Atomic  Energy 

Amendment  of  Article  VI.  A. 1  of  the 
Statute  of  the  International  Atomic 
Energy  Agency  of  Oct.  26,  1956,  as 
amended  (TIAS  3873,  5284,  7668).  Done  at 
Vienna  Sept.  27,  1984. •  [Senate]  Treaty 
Doc.  99-7. 

Acceptance  deposited:  Ecuador,  Dec.  28, 
1988. 

Aviation 

International  air  services  transit 
agreement.  Done  at  Chicago  Dec.  7,  1944. 
Entered  into  force  Jan.  30,  1945;  for  the 
U.S.  Feb.  8,  1945.  EAS  487. 
Notification  of  succession  deposited: 
Antigua  and  Barbuda,  Nov.  16,  1988. 

Fisheries 

Pacific  Island  regional  fisheries  treaty, 

with  annexes  and  agreed  statement.  Done 

at  Port  Moresby  Apr.  2,  1987.  Entered  into 

force  June  15,  1988.  [Senate]  Treaty  Doc. 

100-5. 

Ratification  deposited:  Western  Samoa, 

Aug.  30,  1988. 


Gas 

Protocol  for  the  prohibition  of  the  use  in 
war  of  asphyxiating,  poisonous,  or  other 
gases  and  of  bacteriological  methods  of 
warfare.  Done  at  Geneva  June  17,  1925. 
Entered  into  force  Feb.  8,  1928;  for  the 
U.S.  Apr.  10,  1975.  TIAS  8061. 
Accessions  deposited:  Bahrain,  Dec.  9, 
1988;2  Korea,  Rep.  of,  Jan.  4,  1989;2  Korea, 
Dem.  People's  Rep.  of,  Jan.  4,  1989.:i 
Notification  of  succession  deposited: 
Antigua  and  Barbuda,  Jan.  4,  1989;  St. 
Lucia,  Dec.  21,  1988. 

Judicial  Procedure 

Convention  on  the  service  abroad  of 

judicial  and  extrajudicial  documents  in 

civil  or  commercial  matters.  Done  at  The 

Hague  Nov.  15,  1965.  Entered  into  force 

Feb.  10,  1969.  TIAS  6638. 

Accession  deposited:  Pakistan,  Dec.  7, 

1988. 

Maritime  Matters 

Convention  for  the  suppression  of  unlawful 
acts  against  the  safety  of  maritime 
navigation.  Done  at  Rome  Mar.  10,  1988.' 
[Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  101-1. 
Signatures:  China,  Oct.  25,  1988;2 
Denmark,  Oct.  26,  1988;  Finland,  Nov.  18, 
1988;  Iraq,  Oct.  17,  1988;  New  Zealand, 
Dec.  8,  1988. 

Protocol  for  the  suppression  of  unlawful 
acts  against  the  safety  of  fixed  platforms 
located  on  the  Continental  Shelf.  Done  at 
Rome  Mar.  10,  1988. '  [Senate]  Treaty  Doc. 
101-1. 

Signatures:  China,  Oct.  25,  1988;2 
Denmark,  Oct.  26,  1988;  Iraq,  Oct.  17, 
1988;  New  Zealand,  Dec.  8,  1988;  Poland, 
Nov.  22,  1988. 

Meteorology 

Convention  of  the  World  Meteorological  Or- 
ganization. Done  at  Washington  Oct.  11, 
1947.  Entered  into  force  Mar.  23,  1950. 
TIAS  2052. 

Accession  deposited:  Antigua  and  Bar- 
buda, Nov.  16,  1988. 

Nuclear  Test  Ban 

Treaty  banning  nuclear  weapons  tests  in 
the  atmosphere,  in  outer  space,  and  under 
water.  Done  at  Moscow  Aug.  5,  1963.  En- 
tered into  force  Oct.  10,  1963.  TIAS  5433. 
Notification  of  succession  deposited:  Anti- 
gua and  Barbuda,  Nov.  16,  1988. 

Patents 

Patent  cooperation  treaty,  with  regula- 
tions. Done  at  Washington  June  19,  1970; 
entered  into  force  Jan.  24,  1978.  TIAS 
8733. 

Accession  deposited:  Burkina  Faso, 
Dec.  21,  1988. 
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Pollution 

Montreal  protocol  on  substances  that  de- 
plete the  ozone  layer,  with  annex.  Done  at 
Montreal  Sept.  16",  1987.  [Senate]  Treaty 
Doc.  100-10. 

Entered  into  force:  Jan.  1,  1989. 
Ratifications  deposited:  Denmark,  Ger- 
many, Fed.  Rep.  of,  Greece,  Ireland,  Italy, 
Spain,  U.K.,  Dec.  16,  1988;  Belgium, 
Dec.  30,  1988;  Switzerland,  Dec.  28,  1988. 
Approval  deposited:  European  Economic 
Community,  Dec.  16,  1988;  France,  Dec. 
28,  1988. 

Acceptances  deposited:  Byelorussian 
S.S.R.,  Oct.  31,  1988;  Netherlands,  Dec. 
16,  1988. 

Accession  deposited:  Nigeria,  Oct.  31, 
1988. 

Racial  Discrimination 

International  convention  on  the  elimination 

of  all  forms  of  racial  discrimination.  Done 

at  New  York  Dec.  21,  1965.  Entered  into 

force  Jan.  4,  1969.4 

Ratification  deposited:  Mauritania, 

Dec.  13,  1988. 

Rubber 

International  natural  rubber  agreement, 
1987,  with  annexes.  Done  at  Geneva 
Mar.  20,  1987. 

Provisional  entry  into  force:  Dec.  29,  1988. 
Ratifications  deposited:  Norway,  Sweden, 
Dec.  29,  1988. 

Acceptance  deposited:  Netherlands, 
Dec.  29,  1988. 

Notifications  of  provisional  application: 
Belgium,  Denmark,  European  Economic 
Community,  Dec.  22,  1988;  Finland,  Dec.  6, 
1988;  Germany,  Fed.  Rep.  of,  Dec.  22,  1988; 
Greece,  Dec.  29,  1988;  Ireland,  Italy,  Lux- 
embourg, Dec.  22,  1988;  Morocco,  Dec.  30, 
1988;  Spain,  Dec.  28,  1988;  Thailand, 
Dec.  29,  1988;  U.K.,  Dec.  22,  1988. 

Seabed  Disarmament 

Treaty  on  the  prohibition  of  the  emplace- 
ment of  nuclear  weapons  and  other  weap- 
ons of  mass  destruction  on  the  seabed  and 
the  ocean  floor  and  in  the  subsoil  thereof. 
Done  at  Washington,  London,  and  Moscow 
Feb.  11,  1971.  Entered  into  force  May  18, 
1972.  TIAS  7337. 

Notification  of  succession  deposited:  An- 
tigua and  Barbuda,  Nov.  16,  1988. 

Space 

Treaty  on  principles  governing  the  ac- 
tivities of  states  in  the  exploration  and  use 
of  outer  space,  including  the  Moon  and 
other  celestial  bodies.  Done  at  Washington, 
London,  and  Moscow  Jan.  27,  1967.  En- 
tered into  force  Oct.  10,  1967.  TIAS  6347. 
Notification  of  succession  deposited:  An- 
tigua and  Barbuda,  Nov.  16,  1988. 

Convention  on  the  international  liability 
lor  damage  caused  by  space  objects.  Done 
at  Washington,  London,  and  Moscow  Mar. 
29,  1972.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  1,  1972; 
lor  the  U.S.  Oct.  9,  1973.  TIAS  7762. 
Accession  deposited:  China,  Dec.  19,  1988. 
Notification  of  succession  deposited:  An- 
tigua and  Barbuda,  Nov.  16,  1988. 


Convention  on  registration  of  objects 
launched  into  outer  space.  Done  at  New 
York  Jan.  14,  1975.  Entered  into  force 
Sept.  15,  1976.  TIAS  8480. 
Accession  deposited:  China,  Dec.  12,  1988. 

Sugar 

International  sugar  agreement,  1987,  with 

annexes.  Done  at  London  Sept.  11,  1987. 

Entered  into  force  provisionally  Mar.  24, 

1988. 

Ratifications  deposited:  Austria,  Dec.  21, 

1988;  Colombia,  Dec.  31,  1988. 

Terrorism 

Convention  on  the  prevention  and  punish- 
ment of  crimes  against  internationally 
protected  persons,  including  diplomatic 
agents.  Done  at  New  York  Dec.  14,  1973. 
Entered  into  force  Feb.  20,  1977.  TIAS 
8532. 

Accession  deposited:  Netherlands,  Dec.  6, 
1988. 

International  convention  against  the  taking 

of  hostages.  Done  at  New  York  Dec.  17, 

1979.  Entered  into  force  June  3,  1983;  for 

the  U.S.  Jan.  6,  1985. 

Ratification  deposited:  Netherlands, 

Dec.  6,  1988 

Accession  deposited:  Venezuela,  Dec.  13, 

1988. 

Torture 

Convention  against  torture  and  other 
cruel,  inhuman,  or  degrading  treatment  or 
punishment.  Done  at  New  York  Dec.  10, 
1984.  Entered  into  force  June  26,  1987. A 
[Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  100-20. 
Ratification  deposited:  U.K.,  Dec.  8,  1988. :i 

War 

Treaty  providing  for  the  renunciation  of 
war  as  an  instrument  of  national  policy. 
Signed  at  Paris  Aug.  27,  1928.  Entered 
into  force  July  24,  1929.  TS  796. 
Notification  of  succession  deposited:  An- 
tigua and  Barbuda,  Nov.  16,  1988. 

Weapons 

Convention  on  prohibitions  or  restrictions 
on  the  use  of  certain  conventional  weapons 
which  may  be  deemed  to  be  excessively 
injurious  or  to  have  indiscriminate  effects, 
with  protocols.  Done  at  Geneva  Oct.  10, 
1980.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  2,  1983. 4 
Accession  deposited:  Cyprus,  Dec.  2,  1988. 


BILATERAL 

Australia 

Agreement  amending  and  extending  the 
agreement  of  Dec.  9,  1966,  as  amended  and 
extended  (TIAS  6162,  8969),  relating  to  the 
establishment  of  a  joint  defense  space  re- 
search facility.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  Canberra  Nov.  16,  1988.  Entered 
into  force  Nov.  16,  1988. 


Agreement  amending  and  extending  the 
agreement  of  Nov.  10,  1969  (TIAS  6788), 
relating  to  the  establishment  of  a  joint  de- 
fense space  communications  station  in  Aus- 
tralia. Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at 
Canberra  Nov.  16,  1988.  Entered  into  force 
Nov.  16,  1988. 

Botswana 

International  express  mail  agreement,  with 
detailed  regulations.  Signed  at  Gaborone 
and  Washington  Oct.  24  and  Dec.  29,  1988. 
Entered  into  force  Jan.  16,  1989. 

Brazil 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Sept.  15  and  19,  1988,  concerning  trade  in 
cotton,  wool,  and  manmade  fiber  textiles 
and  textile  products.  Effected  by  exchange 
of  notes  at  Washington  Oct.  12  and  Nov.  25, 
1988.  Entered  into  force  Nov.  25,  1988;  ef- 
fective Jan.  1,  1989. 

Burma 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Aug.  25  and  Sept.  16,  1987,  concerning 
trade  in  certain  textile  products.  Effected 
by  exchange  of  notes  at  Rangoon  Nov.  17 
and  Dec.  13,  1988.  Entered  into  force 
Dec.  13,  1988. 

France 

Protocol  to  the  convention  of  July  28,  1967, 
with  respect  to  taxes  on  income  and  prop- 
erty, as  amended  (TIAS  6518,  7270,  9500), 
with  exchange  of  notes.  Signed  at  Paris 
June  16,  1988.  [Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  100-21. 
Entered  into  force:  Dec.  29,  1988. 

Agreement  for  cooperation  in  high  energy 
laser-matter  interaction  physics  research 
and  development.  Signed  at  Washington 
and  Paris  Dec.  12  and  19,  1988.  Entered 
into  force  Dec.  19,  1988. 

Hong  Kong 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Aug.  4,  1986,  as  amended,  relating  to  trade 
in  certain  textiles  and  textile  products. 
Effected  by  exchange  of  letters  at  Wash- 
ington Nov.  4  and  7,  1988.  Entered  into 
force  Nov.  7,  1988;  effective  Jan.  1,  1989. 

Indonesia 

Agreement  amending  the  administrative 
arrangement  of  Mar.  25,  1987,  relating  to 
visa  and  certification  procedures  for  ex- 
ports of  textiles  and  textile  products  from 
Indonesia.  Effected  by  exchange  of  letters 
at  Jakarta  Dec.  1  and  3,  1988.  Entered  into 
force  Dec.  3,  1988. 

Israel 

Postal  money  order  agreement.  Signed  at 
Jerusalem  and  Washington  Dec.  15,  1988, 
and  Jan.  9,  1989.  Entered  into  force  Mar.  1, 
1989. 

Jamaica 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Aug.  27,  1986,  as  amended,  relating  to 
trade  in  textiles  and  textile  products.  Ef- 


92 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/March  1989 


■•.'.>'.■. ... 


PRESS  RELEASES 


PUBLICATIONS 


fected  by  exchange  of  notes  at  Kingston 
Nov.  9  and  30,  1988.  Entered  into  force 
Nov.  30,  1988;  effective  Jan.  1,  1989. 

Kuwait 

Agreement  amending  and  extending  the 
memorandum  of  understanding  of  Jan.  26 
and  Apr.  29,  1983  (TIAS  10740),  on  cooper- 
ation in  earth  sciences.  Signed  at  Kuwait 
Dec.  4,  1988.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  4, 
1988;  effective  Apr.  29,  1988. 

Liberia 

International  express  mail  agreement,  with 
detailed  regulations.  Signed  at  Monrovia 
and  Washington  Nov.  15,  1988,  and  Jan.  6, 
1989.  Entered  into  force  Jan.  30,  1989. 

Malaysia 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
July  1  and  11,  1985,  as  amended  and  ex- 
tended, relating  to  trade  in  cotton,  wool, 
and  manmade  fiber  textiles  and  textile 
products.  Effected  by  exchange  of  letters 
at  Kuala  Lumpur  Nov.  10  and  21,  1988.  En- 
tered into  force  Nov.  21,  1988;  effective 
Jan.  1,  1989. 

Mexico 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Feb.  13,  1988,  concerning  trade  in  cotton, 
wool,  and  manmade  fiber  textiles  and  tex- 
tile products,  effected  by  exchange  of  let- 
ters at  Washington  Aug.  26  and  Sept.  7, 
1988.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  7,  1988. 

Memorandum  of  understanding  regarding 
mutual  cooperation  in  the  regulation  of  raw 
agricultural  products  involved  in  commerce 
between  Mexico  and  the  U.S.,  with  annex. 
Signed  at  Mexico  Nov.  28,  1988.  Entered 
into  force  Nov.  28,  1988. 

Nepal 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
May  30  and  June  1,  1986,  as  amended,  re- 
lating to  trade  in  cotton  textiles.  Effected 
by  exchange  of  notes  at  Kathmandu  Nov. 
17  and  Dec.  4,  1988.  Entered  into  force 
Dec.  4,  1988;  effective  Jan.  1,  1989. 

Pakistan 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
May  20  and  June  11,  1987,  as  amended, 
concerning  trade  in  textiles  and  textile 
products.  Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at 
Islamabad  Mar.  4  and  10,  July  17,  Sept.  15, 
and  Nov.  13,  1988.  Entered  into  force 
Nov.  13,  1988. 

Togo 

International  express  mail  agreement,  with 
detailed  regulations.  Signed  at  Lome  and 
Washington  Nov.  28,  1988,  and  Jan.  6,  1989. 
Entered  into  force  Jan.  30,  1989. 

Turkey 

Agreement  amending  the  visa  arrange- 
ment of  Jan.  II),  1987,  concerning  textiles 
and  textile  articles.  Effected  by  exchange 
Of  letters  at  Ankara  Nov.  22  and  24,  1988. 
Entered  into  force  Nov.  24,  1988;  effective 
Jan.  1,  1989. 


U.S.S.R. 

Agreement  on  cooperation  in  the  field  of 
basic  scientific  research,  with  annexes. 
Signed  at  Paris  Jan.  8,  1989.  Entered  into 
force  Jan.  8,  1989. 

Memorandum  of  understanding  on  coopera- 
tion to  combat  illegal  narcotics  trafficking. 
Signed  at  Paris  Jan.  8,  1989.  Entered  into 
force  Jan.  8,  1989. 

United  Kingdom 

Agreement  extending  the  agreement  of 
July  26,  1984,  as  extended,  concerning  the 
Cayman  Islands  and  narcotics  activities. 
Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at  Wash- 
ington Nov.  28,  1988.  Entered  into  force 
Nov.  28,  1988. 

Memorandum  of  understanding  on  mutual 
communications  support.  Signed  at  Wash- 
ington Nov.  22  and  28,  1988.  Entered  into 
force  Nov.  28,  1988;  effective  Nov.  17,  1987. 

Agreement  extending  the  agreement  of 
Mar.  11,  1987,  as  extended,  concerning  An- 
guilla  and  narcotics  activities.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  notes  at  Washington  Dec.  22, 
1988.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  22,  1988. 

World  Intellectual  Property  Organization 
(WIPO) 

Tax  reimbursement  agreement,  with  an- 
nex. Signed  at  Geneva  Dec.  5,  1988.  En- 
tered into  force  Dec.  5,  1988. 


■Not  in  force. 
-With  reservation(s). 
"With  declaration(s). 
JNot  in  force  for  the  U.S. 


Department  of  State 


Press  releases  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Office  of  Press  Relations,  Department  of 
State,  Washington,  D.C.  20520. 


No. 


Date 


Subject 


1  1/9         Shultz:  address  at  the  Con- 

ference on  Chemical  Weap- 
ons, Paris,  Jan.  7. 

2  1/10       Shultz:  news  conference, 

Paris,  Jan.  8. 

3  1/10       Shultz:  address  before  the 

Citizens  Network  for  For- 
eign Affairs,  Jan.  9. 

4  1/17       Shultz:  interview  by  Meg 

Greenfield,  The  Wasli- 
ington  Post,  for  broadcast 
on  PBS,  Jan.  15. 

5  1/17      Shultz:  address  at  CSCE, 

Vienna. 

6  1/17       Shultz:  news  conference, 

Vienna. 

7  1/19      Foreign  Relations  of  the 

United  States,  1955-1957, 
Volume  V,  Austrian  State 
Treaty:  Sun/nut  and  For- 
eign Ministers  Meetings, 
1955,  released. 


8      1/25      Foreign  Relations  of  the 

United  States,  11)55-1!).-,;, 
Volume  XIII,  Near  East: 
Jordan-Yemen ,  released. 

*9       1/30       Baker:  remarks  at  swearing- 
in  ceremony,  White  House, 
Jan.  27. 
10      1/30      James  A.  Baker  III,  Secre- 
tary of  State  (biographic 
data). 

|:11       1/30      Baker:  remarks  before  the 

Response  Strategies  Work- 
ing Group,  Intergovern- 
mental Panel  on  Climate 
Change. 

42      1/31       Program  for  the  official 

working  visit  of  Japanese 
Prime  Minister  Noboru 
Takeshita,  Feb.  1-3. 


*Not  printed  in  the  Bulletin. 


Department  of  State 


Free  single  copies  of  the  following  Depart- 
ment of  State  publications  are  available 
from  the  Public  Information  Division, 
Bureau  of  Public  Affairs,  Department  of 
State,  Washington,  D.C.  20520. 

Secretary  Shultz 

Public  Service  in  America,  Citizens  Net- 
work for  Foreign  Affairs,  Jan.  9,  1989 
(Current  Policy  #1140). 

Chemical  Weapons:  A  Global  Call  to 
Action,  Conference  on  Chemical 
Weapons,  Paris,  Jan.  7,  1989  (Current 
Policy  #1141). 

Vienna  Meeting:  Commitment,  Coopera- 
tion, and  the  Challenge  of  Compliance, 
closing  session  of  the  CSCE,  Vienna, 
Jan.  17,  1989  (Current  Policy  #1145). 

Africa 

Agreements  for  Peace  in  Southwestern 
Africa,  Dec.  1988  (Selected  Docu- 
ments #32). 

East  Asia 

East  Asia  and  the  U.S.:  An  Economic 
Partnership,  Jan.  1989  (Regional  Brief). 

U.S.  Economic  Relations  with  East  Asia 
and  the  Pacific  (GIST,  Jan.  1989). 

Economics 

Telecommunications  and  Economic  Devel- 
opment in  the  Caribbean,  Deputy  Coor- 
dinator/Deputy Director  Borg, 
Caribbean/Central  American  Action  con- 
ference on  the  Caribbean,  Miami, 
Nov.  30,  1988  (Current  Policy  #1136). 

Negotiations  Toward  a  New  International 
Coffee  Agreement,  Under  Secretary 
Wallis,  negotiating  conference  on  a  new 
international  coffee  agreement,  London, 
Nov.  14,  1988  (Current  Policy  #1139). 

General 

Guide  to  Public  Services,  Dec.  1988  (Public 
Information  Series). 
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Human  Rights 

Witnessing  the  Changes  in  Human  Rights, 
Assistant  Secretary  Schifter,  Interna- 
tional Human  Rights  Symposium, 
Georgetown  University,  Dec.  8,  1988 
(Current  Policy  #1142). 

Human  Rights  Policy:  Future  Oppor- 
tunities and  Challenges,  Deputy  As- 
sistant Secretary  Dobriansky,  Midwest 
World  Without  War  Council,  Chicago, 
Dec.  9,  1988  (Current  Policy  #1143). 

U.S.  Commemorates  40th  Anniversary  of 
the  Universal  Declaration  of  Human 
Rights,  Jan.  1989  (Selected  Docu- 
ments #34). 

South  Asia 

Afghanistan  (GIST,  Jan.  1989). 

Western  Hemisphere 

Caribbean  Basin:  Accomplishments  and 
Challenges,  Assistant  Secretary 
Abrams,  12th  annual  conference  on  the 
Caribbean  Basin,  Miami,  Dec.  2,  1988 
(Current  Policy  #1137). 

The  Reagan  Legacy  in  Latin  America:  Ac- 
tive Support  for  Democracy,  Assistant 
Secretary  Abrams,  University  of 
Oklahoma,  Norman,  Jan.  12,  1989 
(Current  Policy  #1144).  ■ 


American  Foreign  Policy: 

Current  Documents,  1987,  Released 


The  Department  of  State  on  Decem- 
ber 29,  1988,  released  American  For- 
eign Policy:  Current  Documents,  1987. 
This  volume  presents  those  official  pub- 
lic expressions  of  policy  that  best  set 
forth  the  goals  and  objectives  of  U.S. 
foreign  policy  in  1987. 

During  the  year,  there  were  major 
developments  in  U.S. -Soviet  relations, 
including  the  signing  of  the  Intermedi- 
ate-Range Nuclear  Forces  (INF)  Treaty 
at  the  Reagan-Gorbachev  summit  in 
Washington,  D.C.,  the  establishment  of 
Nuclear  Risk  Reduction  Centers,  and 
the  reexamination  of  the  embassy  con- 
struction project  in  Moscow.  The  vol- 
ume documents  U.S.  objectives  in  the 
Persian  Gulf  and  its  reactions  to  events 
in  the  region,  with  special  focus  on  the 
Iraqi  attack  on  the  U.S.S.  Stark,  the 
reflagging  of  Kuwaiti  ships,  and  the 
U.S.  attack  on  the  Iranian  Rashadat 
platform.  The  Iran  arms  and  contra  aid 
investigations,  the  Central  American 
peace  agreement  and  the  American 
peace  efforts  in  the  area,  the  U.S.- 
Canadian trade  agreement,  the  Venice 
economic  summit,  and  U.S.  policy  to- 
ward southern  Africa  are  also  covered. 
The  publication  documents  salient  pub- 
lic aspects  of  U.S.  bilateral  rela- 
tionships with  nearly  100  foreign 
nations  and  U.S.  participation  in  multi- 
lateral fora  and  initiatives. 

The  volume  presents  the  major 
statements  enunciating  the  general 
principles  underlying  U.S.  foreign  pol- 
icy, national  security  policy,  the  foreign 
affairs  budget,  foreign  assistance,  hu- 
man rights,  environmental  issues,  oil 
and  energy,  immigration  and  refugees, 
narcotics,  and  terrorism  as  presented 
by  President  Reagan,  Secretary  of 
State  Shultz,  and  other  senior  U.S. 
officials. 

All  of  the  official  messages,  ad- 
dresses, statements,  interviews,  press 
conferences,  reports,  congressional  tes- 
timony, and  communications  by  the 
White  House,  the  Department  of  State, 
and  other  Federal  agencies  or  officials 
involved  in  the  foreign  policy  process 
included  here  were  previously  pub- 
lished or  released.  Several  background 
briefings  were  also  released  for  publica- 
tion in  the  volume. 


This  894-page  volume,  arranged 
chronologically  within  16  geographic 
and  topical  chapters,  includes  a  table  of 
contents;  editorial  annotations;  lists  of 
documents,  names,  and  abbreviations; 
and  an  index. 

The  Department  of  State  has  pub- 
lished the  American  Foreign  Policy 
documentary  series  since  1950.  Follow- 
ing the  publication  of  three  volumes 
covering  1941  to  1955,  annual  volumes 
entitled  American  Foreign  Policy:  Cur- 
rent Documents  were  issued  for  the 
years  1956-67.  After  an  interruption, 
the  series  was  resumed  with  the  publi- 
cation in  August  1983  of  American 
Foreign  Policy:  Basic  Documents, 
1977-1980.  The  annual  volumes  were  re- 
vived with  the  publication  of  American 
Foreign  Policy:  Current  Documents, 
1981.  Volumes  for  1982  through  1986 
have  also  been  published. 

Microfiche  supplements  to  the  1981 
through  1984  printed  volumes  are  avail- 
able. These  four  supplements  include 
the  full  texts  of  two  series  of  docu- 
ments: Department  of  State  daily  press 
briefings  and  Department  of  State  and 
White  House  special  press  briefings. 
Several  of  these  were  printed  as  ex- 
tracts in  the  published  volumes.  The 
1981  and  1982  supplements  also  include 
additional  documents  on  U.S.  foreign 
policy.  The  release  of  microfiche  supple- 
ments is  also  planned  for  subsequent 
printed  volumes  in  the  series. 

American  Foreign  Policy:  Current 
Documents,  1987  was  prepared  in  the 
Office  of  the  Historian,  Bureau  of  Pub- 
lic Affairs,  Department  of  State.  Copies 
of  this  volume  (Department  of  State 
Publication  No.  9670;  GPO  Stock  No. 
044-000-02229-0)  may  be  purchased  for 
$34.00  (domestic  postpaid)  from  the 
Superintendent  of  Documents,  U.S. 
Government  Printing  Office,  Wash- 
ington, D.C.  40402.  Checks  or  money 
orders  should  be  made  payable  to  the 
Superintendent  of  Documents. 


Press  release  261  of  Dec.  29,  1988. 


94 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/March  1989 


NDEX 


/larch  1989 

Volume  89,  No.  2144 


ifghanistan 

ifghanistan:  Soviet  Occupation  and 
Withdrawal  72 

Jinth  Anniversary  of  Soviet  Invasion  of 
Afghanistan  (Reagan) 89 

imerican  Principles.  Public  Service  in 
America  (Shultz)    1 

krms  Control 

Juclear  and  Space  Arms  Talks  Conclude 
Round  10  (Reagan) 10 

'rohibition  of  Chemical  Weapons 
Conference  Held  in  Paris  (Burns,  Shultz, 
final  declaration)  4 

business.  U.S.  Oil  Companies  Authorized 
to  Resume  Operations  in  Libya  (White 
House  statement)    71 

Commodities.  Negotiations  Toward  A  New 
International  Coffee  Agreement 
(Wallis) 15 

Economics 

Negotiations  Toward  A  New  International 
Coffee  Agreement  (Wallis) 15 

telecommunications  and  Economic 
Development  in  the  Caribbean  (Borg)  .  17 

rhe  1988  Trade  Bill  (Holmer,  Hippler 
Bello)    11 

Europe.  CSCE  Follow-Up  Meeting  Held  in 
Vienna  (Reagan,  Shultz,  Zimmermann, 
concluding  document) 21 

jiermany 

Chancellor  Kohl's  Visit  (Kohl,  Reagan)  .  .56 

Libya's  Chemical  Weapons  Plant 
(Department  statement) 71 

Human  Rights 

3SCE  Follow-Up  Meeting  Held  in  Vienna 
(Reagan,  Shultz,  Zimmermann, 
concluding  document)  21 

U.S.  Commemorates  40th  Anniversary  of 
the  Universal  Declaration  of  Human 
Rights  (Reagan,  Schifter,  Walters, 
Whitehead,  Williams,  proclamation)   . .  59 

U.S.  Supports  Human  Rights  Conference 
in  Moscow  (White  House  statement)  . .  69 


Libya 

Libya's  Chemical  Weapons  Plant 

(Department  statement) 71 

Libyan  Planes  Downed  (Carlucci,  Defense 

Department  statement)    70 

U.S.  Oil  Companies  Authorized  to  Resume 

Operations  in  Libya  (White  House 

statement) 71 

U.S.  Reports  to  United  Nations  on 

Downing  of  Libyan  Planes  (Okun,  letter 

to  Security  Council)    90 

Military  Affairs 

Libyan  Planes  Downed  (Carlucci,  Defense 

Department  statement)   70 

U.S.  Reports  to  United  Nations  on 

Downing  of  Libyan  Planes  (Okun,  letter 

to  Security  Council)    90 

Oceans.  Territorial  Sea  of  the  United 

States  (proclamation)    72 

Presidential  Documents 

Chancellor  Kohl's  Visit  (Kohl,  Reagan)  . .  56 

CSCE  Follow-Up  Meeting  Held  in  Vienna 

(Reagan,  Shultz,  Zimmermann, 

concluding  document)   21 

Ninth  Anniversary  of  Soviet  Invasion  of 

Afghanistan    89 

Nuclear  and  Space  Arms  Talks  Conclude 

Round  10    10 

Prime  Minister  Thatcher's  Visit  (Reagan, 

Thatcher)    57 

Territorial  Sea  of  the  United  States 

(proclamation)    72 

U.S.  Commemorates  40th  Anniversary  of 

the  Universal  Declaration  of  Human 

Rights  (Reagan,  Schifter,  Walters, 

Whitehead,  Williams,  proclamation)   ..59 
U.S.,  Soviet  Union  Exchange  New  Year's 

Messages  (Gorbachev,  Reagan)    54 

Publications 

American  Foreign  Policy:  Current 

Documents,  1987,  Released 94 

Department  of  State 93 

Science  &  Technology.  Telecommunica- 
tions and  Economic  Development  in  the 

Caribbean  (Borg) 17 

Trade.  The  1988  Trade  Bill  (Holmer, 

Hippler  Bello) 11 

Treaties.  Current  Actions 91 


United  Kingdom.  Prime  Minister 
Thatcher's  Visit  (Reagan,  Thatcher)   . .  57 

United  Nations 

U.S.  Commemorates  40th  Anniversary  of 
the  Universal  Declaration  of  Human 
Rights  (Reagan,  Schifter,  Walters, 
Whitehead,  Williams,  proclamation)   . .  59 

U.S.  Reports  to  United  Nations  on 
Downing  of  Libyan  Planes  (Okun,  letter 
to  Security  Council)    90 

U.S.S.R. 

Afghanistan:  Soviet  Occupation  and 
Withdrawal 72 

Ninth  Anniversary  of  Soviet  Invasion  of 
Afghanistan  (Reagan) 89 

Nuclear  and  Space  Arms  Talks  Conclude 
Round  10  (Reagan) 10 

U.S.,  Soviet  Union  Exchange  New  Year's 
Messages  (Gorbachev,  Reagan)    54 

U.S.  Supports  Human  Rights  Conference 
in  Moscow  (White  House  statement)  . .  70 

Western  Hemisphere.  Telecommunications 
and  Economic  Development  in  the 
Caribbean  (Borg) 17 

Name  Index 

Borg,  Parker  W 17 

Burns,  William  F    4 

Carlucci,  Frank  C.  Ill 70 

Gorbachev,  Mikhail  S 54 

Hippler  Bello,  Judith    11 

Holmer,  Alan  F    11 

Kohl,  Helmut 56 

Okun,  Herbert  S 90 

Reagan,  President 10,  21, 

54,  56,  57,  59,  72,  89 

Schifter,  Richard 59 

Shultz,  Secretary   1,  4,  21 

Thatcher,  Margaret    57 

Wallis,  W.  Allen 15 

Walters,  Vernon  A    59 

Whitehead,  John  C   59 

Williamson,  Richard  S  59 

Zimmermann,  Warren    21 


Superintendent  of  Documents 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office 
Washington,  D.C.  20402 


Second  Class  Mail 

Postage  and  Fees  Paid 

U.S.  Government  Printing  Office 

ISSN  0041-7610 


OFFICIAL  BUSINESS 
Penalty  for  Private  Use  $300 


DSB   UNIV0408UAISSDUE002B  1  * 

UNIV  OF  ILLINOIS  LIBRARY  * 

SERIALS  FAX  * 

1408  W  GREGORY  DRIVE  * 

URBANA          IL   61801  * 


■jj>ii: 


Subscription  Renewals:  To  insure  uninterrupted  service,  please  renew  your 
subscription  promptly  when  you  receive  the  expiration  notice  from  the 
Superintendent  of  Documents.  Due  to  the  time  required  to  process  renewals, 
notices  are  sent  3  months  in  advance  of  the  expiration  date.  Any  questions  in- 
volving your  subscription  should  be  addressed  to  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C.  20402 


Department 


W    of  State  If  if  j    ^ 

bulletin 

The  Official  Monthly  Record  of  United  States  Foreign  Policy  /  Volume  89  /  Number  2145 


.05 
UN  IB 

89:2145  AP    1989 


DX 


4X,  PERIODICAL 


April  1989 


<- 


Department  of  State 

bulletin 


Volume  89  /  Number  2145  /  April  1989 


The  Department  of  State  Bulletin, 
published  by  the  Office  of  Public  Com- 
munication in  the  Bureau  of  Public  Af- 
fairs, is  the  official  record  of  U.S. 
foreign  policy.  Its  purpose  is  to  provide 
the  public,  the  Congress,  and  govern- 
ment agencies  with  information  on  de- 
velopments in  U.S.  foreign  relations 
and  the  work  of  the  Department  of 
State  and  the  Foreign  Service.  The 
Bulletin's  contents  include  major  ad- 
dresses and  news  conferences  of  the 
President  and  the  Secretary  of  State; 
statements  made  before  congressional 
committees  by  the  Secretary  and  other 
senior  State  Department  officials;  se- 
lected press  releases  issued  by  the 
White  House,  the  Department,  and  the 
U.S.  Mission  to  the  United  Nations; 
and  treaties  and  other  agreements  to 
which  the  United  States  is  or  may  be- 
come a  party.  Special  features,  articles, 
and  other  supportive  material  (such  as 
maps,  charts,  photographs,  and  graphs) 
are  published  frequently  to  provide  ad- 
ditional information  on  current  issues 
but  should  not  necessarily  be  inter- 
preted as  official  U.S.  policy 
statements. 
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THE  PRESIDENT 


The  Inaugural  Address 
of  President  Bush 


George  Bush  was  sworn  in  as  the 
blst  President  of  the  United  States  on 
the  west  side  of  the  Capitol  on  Janu- 
ary 20,  1989.  Following  is  the  text  of 
his  inaugural  address. > 

There  is  a  man  here  who  has  earned  a 
lasting  place  in  our  hearts — and  in  our 
history.  President  Reagan,  on  behalf 
of  our  nation,  I  thank  you  for  the  won- 
derful things  that  you  have  done  for 
America. 

I  have  just  repeated  word-for-word 
the  oath  taken  by  George  Washington 
200  years  ago;  and  the  Bible  on  which  I 
placed  my  hand  is  the  Bible  on  which 
he  placed  his.  It  is  right  that  the  mem- 
ory of  Washington  be  with  us  today,  not 
only  because  this  is  our  bicentennial  in- 
auguration but  because  Washington  re- 
mains the  Father  of  Our  Country.  He 
would,  I  think,  be  gladdened  by  this 
day,  for  today  is  the  concrete  ex- 
pression of  a  stunning  fact:  our  con- 
tinuity these  200  years  since  our 
government  began. 

We  meet  on  democracy's  front 
porch.  A  good  place  to  talk  as  neigh- 
bors and  as  friends,  for  this  is  a  day 
when  our  nation  is  made  whole,  when 
our  differences  for  a  moment  are 
suspended. 

My  first  act  as  President  is  a 
prayer:  "Heavenly  Father,  we  bow  our 
heads  and  thank  you  for  your  love. 
Accept  our  thanks  for  the  peace  that 
yields  this  day  and  the  shared  faith  that 
makes  its  continuance  likely.  Make  us 
strong  to  do  your  work,  willing  to  hear 
and  heed  your  will,  and  write  on  our 
hearts  these  words:  'Use  power  to  help 
people.'  For  we  are  given  power  not  to 
advance  our  own  purposes,  nor  to  make 
a  great  show  in  the  world,  nor  a  name. 
There  is  but  one  just  use  of  power,  and 
it  is  to  serve  people.  Help  us  to  re- 
member, Lord.  Amen." 

I  come  before  you  and  assume 
the  presidency  at  a  moment  rich  with 
promise.  We  live  in  a  peaceful,  pros- 
perous time,  but  we  can  make  it  better. 


For  a  new  breeze  is  blowing,  and  a 
world  refreshed  by  freedom  seems  re- 
born; for  in  man's  heart,  if  not  in  fact, 
the  day  of  the  dictator  is  over.  The  to- 
talitarian era  is  passing,  its  old  ideas 
blown  away  like  leaves  from  an  ancient, 
lifeless  tree. 

A  new  breeze  is  blowing,  and  a  na- 
tion refreshed  by  freedom  stands  ready 
to  push  on.  There  is  new  ground  to  be 
broken  and  new  action  to  be  taken. 

There  are  times  when  the  future 
seems  thick  as  a  fog;  you  sit  and  wait, 
hoping  the  mists  will  lift  and  reveal  the 
right  path.  But  this  is  a  time  when  the 
future  seems  a  door  you  can  walk  right 
through — into  a  room  called  tomorrow. 

Great  nations  of  the  world  are  mov- 
ing toward  democracy — through  the 
door  to  freedom.  Men  and  women  of 
the  world  move  toward  free  markets — 
through  the  door  to  prosperity.  The 
people  of  the  world  agitate  for  free  ex- 
pression and  free  thought — through  the 
door  to  the  moral  and  intellectual  satis- 
factions that  only  liberty  allows. 

We  know  what  works.  Freedom 
works.  We  know  what's  right.  Freedom 
is  right.  We  know  how  to  secure  a  more 
just  and  prosperous  life  for  man  on 
Earth — through  free  markets,  free 
speech,  free  elections,  and  the  exercise 
of  free  will  unhampered  by  the  state. 

For  the  first  time  in  this  century — 
for  the  first  time  in  perhaps  all  his- 
tory— man  does  not  have  to  invent  a 
system  by  which  to  live.  We  don't  have 
to  talk  late  into  the  night  about  which 
form  of  government  is  better.  We  don't 
have  to  wrest  justice  from  kings;  we 
only  have  to  summon  it  from  within 
ourselves. 

We  must  act  on  what  we  know.  I 
take  as  my  guide  the  hope  of  a  saint: 
in  crucial  things,  unity;  in  important 
things,  diversity;  in  all  things, 
generosity. 

America  today  is  a  proud,  free 
nation,  decent  and  civil — a  place  we 
cannot  help  but  love.  We  know  in  our 
hearts,  not  loudly  and  proudly  but  as  a 
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simple  fact,  that  this  country  has  mean- 
ing beyond  what  we  see  and  that  our 
strength  is  a  force  for  good. 

But  have  we  changed  as  a  nation 
even  in  our  time?  Are  we  enthralled 
with  material  things,  less  appreciative 
of  the  nobility  of  work  and  sacrifice? 

My  friends,  we  are  not  the  sum  of 
our  possessions.  They  are  not  the  meas- 
ure of  our  lives.  In  our  hearts,  we  know 
what  matters.  We  cannot  hope  only  to 
leave  our  children  a  bigger  car,  a  bigger 
bank  account.  We  must  hope  to  give 
them  a  sense  of  what  it  means  to  be  a 
loyal  friend,  a  loving  parent,  a  citizen 
who  leaves  his  home,  his  neighborhood 
and  town  better  than  he  found  it. 

What  do  we  want  the  men  and 
women  who  work  with  us  to  say  when 
we  are  no  longer  there?  That  we  were 
more  driven  to  succeed  than  anyone 
around  us?  Or  that  we  stopped  to  ask 
if  a  sick  child  had  gotten  better  and 
stayed  a  moment  there  to  trade  a  word 
of  friendship? 

No  president,  no  government  can 
teach  us  to  remember  what  is  best  in 
what  we  are.  But  if  the  man  you  have 
chosen  to  lead  this  government  can  help 
make  a  difference,  if  he  can  celebrate 
the  quieter,  deeper  successes  that  are 
made  not  of  gold  and  silk  but  of  better 
hearts  and  finer  souls,  if  he  can  do 
these  things,  then  he  must. 

America  is  never  wholly  herself 
unless  she  is  engaged  in  high  moral 
principle.  We  as  a  people  have  such  a 
purpose  today.  It  is  to  make  kinder  the 
face  of  the  nation  and  gentler  the  face 
of  the  world. 

My  friends,  we  have  work  to  do. 
There  are  the  homeless,  lost  and  roam- 
ing. There  are  the  children  who  have 
nothing — no  love  and  no  normalcy. 
There  are  those  who  cannot  free  them- 
selves of  enslavement  to  whatever 
addiction — drugs,  welfare,  the  demor- 
alization that  rules  the  slums.  There  is 
crime  to  be  conquered,  the  rough  crime 
of  the  streets.  There  are  young  women 
to  be  helped  who  are  about  to  become 
mothers  of  children  they  cannot  care 
for  and  might  not  love.  They  need  our 
care,  our  guidance  and  education, 
though  we  bless  them  for  choosing  life. 
The  old  solution,  the  old  way,  was 
to  think  that  public  money  alone  could 
end  these  problems.  But  we  have 
learned  that  is  not  so.  And  in  any  case, 
our  funds  are  low.  We  have  a  deficit  to 
bring  down.  We  have  more  will  than 
wallet,  but  will  is  what  we  need. 

We  will  make  the  hard  choices, 
looking  at  what  we  have  and  perhaps 
allocating  it  differently,  making  our 


decisions  based  on  honest  need  and 
prudent  safety. 

And  then  we  will  do  the  wisest 
thing  of  all.  We  will  turn  to  the  only 
resource  we  have  that  in  times  of  need 
always  grows:  the  goodness  and  the 
courage  of  the  American  people. 

I  am  speaking  of  a  new  engage- 
ment in  the  lives  of  others — a  new  ac- 
tivism, hands-on,  involved,  that  gets 
the  job  done.  We  must  bring  in  the 
generations,  harnessing  the  unused  tal- 
ent of  the  elderly  and  the  unfocused 
energy  of  the  young.  For  not  only  lead- 
ership is  passed  from  generation  to 
generation  but  so  is  stewardship.  And 
the  generation  born  after  the  Second 
World  War  has  come  of  age. 

I  have  spoken  of  a  thousand  points 
of  light — of  all  the  community  organiza- 
tions that  are  spread  like  stars  through- 
out the  nation,  doing  good. 

We  will  work  hand-in-hand,  encour- 
aging, sometimes  leading,  sometimes 
being  led,  rewarding.  We  will  work  on 
this  in  the  White  House,  in  the  Cabinet 
agencies.  I  will  go  to  the  people  and 
the  programs  that  are  the  brighter 
points  of  light,  and  I'll  ask  every  mem- 
ber of  my  government  to  become 
involved. 

The  old  ideas  are  new  again  be- 
cause they  are  not  old,  they're  time- 
less— duty,  sacrifice,  commitment,  and 
patriotism  that  finds  its  expression  in 
taking  part  and  pitching  in. 

We  need  a  new  engagement,  too, 
between  the  executive  and  the  Con- 
gress. The  challenges  before  us  will  be 
thrashed  out  with  the  House  and  Sen- 
ate. We  must  bring  the  Federal  budget 
into  balance.  We  must  ensure  that 
America  stands  before  the  world 
united — strong,  at  peace,  and  fiscally 
sound.  But,  of  course,  things  may  be 
difficult. 

We  need  compromise;  we  have  had 
dissension.  We  need  harmony;  we  have 
had  a  chorus  of  discordant  voices. 

For  Congress,  too,  has  changed  in 
our  time.  There  has  grown  a  certain 
divisiveness.  We  have  seen  the  hard 
looks  and  heard  the  statements  in 
which  not  each  other's  ideas  are  chal- 
lenged but  each  other's  motives.  Our 
great  parties  have  too  often  been  far 
apart  and  untrusting  of  each  other. 

It's  been  this  way  since  Vietnam. 
That  war  cleaves  us  still.  But,  friends, 
that  war  began  in  earnest  a  quarter  of 
a  century  ago,  and  surely  the  statute  of 
limitations  has  been  reached.  This  is  a 
fact:  The  final  lesson  of  Vietnam  is  that 
no  great  nation  can  long  afford  to  be 
sundered  by  a  memory. 


A  new  breeze  is  blowing,  and  the 
old  bipartisanship  must  be  made  new 
again.  To  my  friends — and  yes,  I  do 
mean  friends — in  the  loyal  opposition — 
and  yes,  I  mean  loyal — I  put  out  my 
hand.  I  am  putting  out  my  hand  to  you, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  putting  out  my  hand 
to  you,  Mr.  Majority  Leader.  For  this  is 
the  thing:  This  is  the  age  of  the  offered 
hand. 

We  can't  turn  back  clocks,  and  I 
don't  want  to.  But  when  our  fathers 
were  young,  Mr.  Speaker,  our  differ- 
ences ended  at  the  water's  edge.  We 
don't  wish  to  turn  back  time,  but  when 
our  mothers  were  young,  Mr.  Majority 
Leader,  the  Congress  and  the  executive 
were  capable  of  working  together  to 
produce  a  budget  on  which  this  nation 
could  live.  Let  us  negotiate  soon  and 
hard.  But  in  the  end,  let  us  produce. 

The  people  await  action.  They  did 
not  send  us  here  to  bicker.  They  ask  us 
to  rise  above  the  merely  partisan.  "In 
crucial  things,  unity" — and  this,  my 
friends,  is  crucial. 

To  the  world,  too,  we  offer  new  en- 
gagement and  a  renewed  vow:  We  will 
stay  strong  to  protect  the  peace.  The 
"offered  hand"  is  a  reluctant  fist;  once 
made — strong — it  can  be  used  with 
great  effect. 

There  are  today  Americans  who 
are  held  against  their  will  in  foreign 
lands  and  Americans  who  are  unac- 
counted for.  Assistance  can  be  shown 
here  and  will  be  long  remembered. 
Good  will  begets  good  will.  Good  faith 
can  be  a  spiral  that  endlessly  moves  on. 
"Great  nations  like  great  men  must 
keep  their  word."  When  America  says 
something,  America  means  it,  whether 
a  treaty  or  an  agreement  or  a  vow 
made  on  marble  steps.  We  will  always 
try  to  speak  clearly,  for  candor  is  a 
compliment.  But  subtlety,  too,  is  good 
and  has  its  place. 

While  keeping  our  alliances  and 
friendships  around  the  world  strong — 
ever  strong — we  will  continue  the  new 
closeness  with  the  Soviet  Union, 
consistent  both  with  our  security  and 
with  progress.  One  might  say  that  our 
new  relationship  in  part  reflects  the  tri- 
umph of  hope  and  strength  over  experi- 
ence. But  hope  is  good.  And  so  is 
strength.  And  vigilance. 

Here  today  are  tens  of  thousands  of 
our  citizens  who  feel  the  understand- 
able satisfaction  of  those  who  have 
taken  part  in  democracy  and  seen  their 
hopes  fulfilled.  But  my  thoughts  have 
been  turning  the  past  few  days  to  those 
who  would  be  watching  at  home — to  an 
older  fellow  who'll  throw  a  salute  by 
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himself  when  the  flag  goes  by  and  the 
woman  who'll  tell  her  sons  the  words  of 
the  battle  hymns.  I  do  not  mean  this  to 
be  sentimental.  I  mean  that  on  days 
like  this,  we  remember  that  we  are  all 
part  of  a  continuum,  inescapably  con- 
nected by  the  ties  that  bind. 

Our  children  are  watching  in 
schools  throughout  our  great  land.  And 
to  them  I  say,  thank  you  for  watching 
democracy's  big  day.  For  democracy  be- 
longs to  all  of  us,  and  freedom  is  like  a 
beautiful  kite  that  can  go  higher  and 
higher  with  the  breeze. 

And  to  all  I  say:  No  matter  what 
your  circumstances  or  where  you  are, 
you  are  part  of  this  day,  you  are  part  of 
the  life  of  our  great  nation. 

A  president  is  neither  prince  nor 
pope,  and  I  don't  seek  "a  window  on 
men's  souls."  In  fact,  I  yearn  for  a 
greater  tolerance  and  easy-goingness 
about  each  other's  attitudes  and  way  of 
life. 

There  are  a  few  clear  areas  in 
which  we  as  a  society  must  rise  up 
united  and  express  our  intolerance.  The 
most  obvious  now  is  drugs.  When  that 
first  cocaine  was  smuggled  in  on  a  ship, 
it  may  as  well  have  been  a  deadly  bac- 
teria, so  much  has  it  hurt  the  body,  the 
soul  of  our  country.  There  is  much  to  be 
done  and  to  be  said  but  take  my  word 
for  it:  This  scourge  will  stop. 

And  so,  there  is  much  to  do,  and 
tomorrow  the  work  begins. 

I  do  not  mistrust  the  future;  I  do 
not  fear  what  is  ahead.  For  our  prob- 
lems are  large,  but  our  heart  is  larger. 
Our  challenges  are  great,  but  our  will 
is  greater.  And  if  our  flaws  are  endless, 
God's  love  is  truly  boundless. 

Some  see  leadership  as  high  drama 
and  the  sound  of  trumpets  calling.  And 
sometimes  it  is  that.  But  I  see  history 
as  a  book  with  many  pages,  and  each 
day  we  fill  a  page  with  acts  of  hope- 
fulness and  meaning.  The  new  breeze 
blows,  a  page  turns,  the  story  un- 
folds— and  so  today  a  chapter  begins — a 
small  and  stately  story  of  unity,  diver- 
sity, and  generosity — shared  and  writ- 
ten together. 

Thank  you.  God  bless  you.  God 
bless  the  United  States  of  America. 


President  Addresses 

Joint  Session  of  the  Congress 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Jan.  30,  1989. 


Following  are  excerpts  from 
President  Bush's  address  before  a  joint 
session  of  the  Congress  on  February  9, 
1989.1 

Less  than  3  weeks  ago,  I  joined  you  on 
the  west  front  of  this  very  building 
and,  looking  over  the  monuments  to  our 
proud  past,  offered  you  my  hand  in  fill- 
ing the  next  page  of  American  history 
with  a  story  of  extended  prosperity  and 
continued  peace.  And  tonight  I'm  back 
to  offer  you  my  plans  as  well.  The  hand 
remains  extended.  The  sleeves  are  roll- 
ed up.  America  is  waiting.  And  now  we 
must  produce.  Together  we  can  build  a 
better  America. 

It  is  comforting  to  return  to  this 
historic  chamber.  Here,  22  years  ago,  I 
first  raised  my  hand  to  be  sworn  into 
public  life.  So  tonight  I  feel  as  if  I'm  re- 
turning home  to  friends.  And  I  intend, 
in  the  months  and  years  to  come,  to 
give  you  what  friends  deserve:  frank- 
ness, respect,  and  my  best  judgment 
about  ways  to  improve  America's  fu- 
ture. In  return,  I  ask  for  an  honest 
commitment  to  our  common  mission  of 
progress.  If  we  seize  the  opportunities 
on  the  road  before  us,  there'll  be  praise 
enough  for  all.  The  people  didn't  send 
us  here  to  bicker.  And  it's  time  to 
govern. 


Securing  a  more  peaceful  world  is 
perhaps  the  most  important  priority  I'd 
like  to  address  tonight.  You  know,  we 
meet  at  a  time  of  extraordinary  hope. 
Never  before  in  this  century  have  our 
values  of  freedom,  democracy,  and  eco- 
nomic opportunity  been  such  a  power- 
ful and  intellectual  force  around  the 
globe.  Never  before  has  our  leadership 
been  so  crucial,  because  while  America 
has  its  eyes  on  the  future,  the  world 
has  its  eyes  on  America. 

It's  a  time  of  great  change  in  the 
world,  and  especially  in  the  Soviet 
Union.  Prudence  and  common  sense 
dictate  that  we  try  to  understand  the 
full  meaning  of  the  change  going  on 
there,  review  our  policies,  and  then 
proceed  with  caution.  But  I've  person- 
ally assured  General  Secretary  Gor- 
bachev that  at  the  conclusion  of  such  a 
review,  we  will  be  ready  to  move  for- 
ward. We  will  not  miss  any  opportunity 
to  work  for  peace.  The  fundamental 


facts  remain  that  the  Soviets  retain  a 
very  powerful  military  machine  in  the 
service  of  objectives  which  are  still  too 
often  in  conflict  with  ours.  So  let  us 
take  the  new  openness  seriously.  But 
let  us  also  be  realistic.  And  let  us  al- 
ways be  strong. 

There  are  some  pressing  issues  we 
must  address.  I  will  vigorously  pursue 
the  Strategic  Defense  Initiative  (SDI). 
The  spread,  and  even  use,  of  sophisti- 
cated weaponry  threatens  global  secu- 
rity as  never  before.  Chemical  weapons 
must  be  banned  from  the  face  of  the 
Earth,  never  to  be  used  again.  This 
won't  be  easy;  verification — extra- 
ordinarily difficult.  But  civilization 
and  human  decency  demand  that  we 
try.  The  spread  of  nuclear  weapons 
must  be  stopped.  I'll  work  to  strength- 
en the  hand  of  the  International  Atomic 
Energy  Agency  (IAEA).  Our  diplomacy 
must  work  every  day  against  the  prolif- 
eration of  nuclear  weapons. 

Around  the  globe,  we  must  contin- 
ue to  be  freedom's  best  friend.  We  must 
stand  firm  for  self-determination  and 
democracy  in  Central  America,  includ- 
ing in  Nicaragua.  It  is  my  strongly  held 
conviction  that  when  people  are  given 
the  chance,  they  inevitably  will  choose 
a  free  press,  freedom  of  worship,  and 
certifiably  free  and  fair  elections. 

We  must  strengthen  the  alliance  of 
the  industrial  democracies,  as  solid  a 
force  for  peace  as  the  world  has  ever 
known.  This  is  an  alliance  forged  by 
the  power  of  our  ideals,  not  the  petti- 
ness of  our  differences.  So  let's  lift  our 
sights  to  rise  above  fighting  about  beef 
hormones,  to  building  a  better  future, 
to  move  from  protectionism  to 
progress. 

I've  asked  the  Secretary  of  State 
to  visit  Europe  next  week  and  to  con- 
sult with  our  allies  on  the  wide  range  of 
challenges  and  opportunities  we  face 
together,  including  East-West  rela- 
tions. And  I  look  forward  to  meeting 
with  our  NATO  partners  in  the  near 
future. 

I,  too,  shall  begin  a  trip  shortly  to 
the  far  reaches  of  the  Pacific  Basin, 
where  the  winds  of  democracy  are  cre- 
ating new  hope,  and  the  power  of  free 
markets  is  unleashing  a  new  force. 

When  I  served  as  our  representa- 
tive in  China  14  or  15  years  ago,  few 
would  have  predicted  the  scope  of  the 
changes  we've  witnessed  since  then. 
But  in  preparing  for  this  trip,  I  was 
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struck  by  something  I  came  across 
from  a  Chinese  writer.  He  was  speak- 
ing of  his  country,  decades  ago,  but  his 
words  speak  to  each  of  us  in  America 
today.  "Today,"  he  said,  "we're  afraid  of 
the  simple  words  like  'goodness'  and 
'mercy'  and  'kindness.'"  My  friends,  if 
we're  to  succeed  as  a  nation,  we  must 
rediscover  those  words. 


IText  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Pres- 
idential Documents  of  Feb.  13,  1989.  ■ 


News  Conference 
of  January  27 
(Excerpts) 


President  Bush  held  a  news 
conference  on  January  27,  1989.1 


I  think  it's  been  officially  announced 
that  we're  going  to — certainly  to  To- 
kyo, then  on  to  China,  and  I'm  looking 
forward  to  it  very  much.  And  then, 
also,  we'll  be  stopping  for  a  relatively 
brief  stop  in  Korea  on  the  way  back 
from  China.  We've  had  other  invita- 
tions. That's  about  all  we  can  do.  And 
in  a  nostalgic  basis,  needless  to  say, 
Barbara  and  I  are  looking  forward  in  a 
very  personal  way  to  going  back  to 
Beijing. 


Q.  What  signal  do  you  think  it 
may  send  the  world  that  you're  mak- 
ing your  first  visit  to  China — after, 
of  course,  the  ceremonial  trip  to 
Tokyo — while  Soviet  leader  Gor- 
bachev, having  asked  for  early  talks, 
is  still  waiting  for  a  response? 

A.  I  don't  know  what  signal  it  sends 
in  that  regard.  But  let  me  just  remind 
you  that  I'm  the  one  who  does  not  believe 
in  "playing  the  Soviet  card"  or  "playing 
the  China  card."  We  have  a  strong  bilat- 
eral relationship  with  the  People's  Re- 
public of  China.  I  have  a  personal 
acquaintance  with  the  leaders  with 
whom  I  will  be  meeting  there,  including 
Deng  Xiaoping  [Chairman  of  China's 
Central  Military  CommissionJ  and  being 
that  close — it  just  seemed  like  an  appro- 
priate visit,  but  not  to  signal  a  playing  of 
the  card  to  go  one  up  on  Mr.  Gorbachev. 
There's  nothing  of  that  nature  in  this 
visit.  That  is  a  strong,  important  strate- 


gic and  commercial  and  cultural  relation- 
ship that  we  have  with  the  Chinese — the 
largest  number  of  people  in  the  world  in 
that  country.  And  so,  the  visit  stands  on 
its  own  and  does  not  have  any  signaling 
that  should  be  detrimental  to  anybody 
else's  interest. 

Q.  Your  national  security  ad- 
viser, Brent  Scowcroft,  said  last  week 
on  television  that  the  cold  war  was 
not  over  and  that  he  felt  that  Mr.  Gor- 
bachev was  trying  to  make  trouble  for 
the  Western  alliance.  What  is  your 
view? 

A.  I'm  not  sure  that's  an  exact — I 
should  let  the  General  defend  himself. 
But  I've  expressed  my  view  not  only  in 
the  campaign  context  but  in  several 
times  afterward,  and  also  to  Mr.  Gor- 
bachev. Our  Administration  position, 
in  which  Gen.  Scowcroft  is  in  total 
agreement — indeed,  he'll  be  one  of  the 
leaders  in  this  reassessment — is:  Let's 
take  our  time  now.  Let's  take  a  look  at 
where  we  stand  on  our  strategic  arms 
talks;  on  conventional  force  talks;  on 
chemical,  biological  weapons  talks;  on 
some  of  our  bilateral  policy  problems 
with  the  Soviet  Union;  formulate  the 
policy  and  then  get  out  front — here's  the 
U.S.  position. 

I  don't  think  the  Soviets  see  that  as 
foot-dragging.  I'm  confident  they  don't. 
Indeed,  I  made  that  clear  to  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev  just  this  week  in  a 
rather  long  talk  with  him.  I  want  to  try 
to  avoid  words  like  "cold  war"  if  I  can  be- 
cause that  has  an  implication.  If  someone 
says  cold  war  to  me,  that  doesn't  proper- 
ly give  credit  to  the  advances  that  have 
taken  place  in  this  relationship.  So  I 
wouldn't  use  that  term.  But  if  it's  used  in 
the  context  of— do  we  still  have  prob- 
lems; are  there  still  uncertainties;  are 
we  still  unsure  in  our  predictions  on  So- 
viet intentions — I'd  have  to  say,  yes,  we 
should  be  cautious. 


Q.  Yasir  Arafat's  [Chairman, 
Palestine  Liberation  Organization] 
been  over  in  Europe  meeting  with 
Foreign  Ministers  of  Spain,  France, 
and  Greece.  Marlin  [Fitzwater,  White 
House  spokesman]  has  said,  and  so 
has  Mr.  Scrowcroft,  that  it's  too  early 
for  Arafat  to  meet  with  Secretary  of 
State-designate  Jim  Baker.  On  what 
level  would  it  be  appropriate  for 
Arafat  to  meet  with  an  American 
official,  an  Assistant  Secretary  of 
State,  for  example? 

A.  As  we  changed  the  policy  on  the 
Middle  East  on  dealing  with — I  mean,  as 
the  change  came  about  in  the  policy  on 


communicating  with  the  PLO,  it  was 
based  on  their  acceptance  of  three  prin- 
ciples. As  long  as  they  stay  hooked  and 
stay  committed  to  those  three  princi- 
ples, we  will  have,  when  appropriate, 
meetings  with  the  PLO. 

I  haven't  given  any  thought  at  all  to 
when  a  meeting  with  Chairman  Arafat 
with  an  American  official  is  appropriate. 
And  I  would  wait  to  see  how  we  go  for- 
ward. The  point  in  talking  to  them  is  to 
try  to  facilitate  peace  in  the  Middle 
East.  And  it  seems  to  me  that  if  there's 
some  logical  step  that  requires  high-level 
sign-off  by  various  participants  over 
there,  then  and  then  only  would  it  be 
proper  to  elevate  the  meetings  to  that 
level. 

You  crawl  before  you  walk.  We're 
just  starting  to  talk  to  them  because 
they  have,  dramatically,  I'd  say,  agreed 
to  the  principles  that  are  part  of  our 
policy. 

Q.  You  said  in  a  wire  service  in- 
terview the  other  day  that  you  needed 
to  have  some  foreign  policy  initiative 
early  in  your  Administration.  It 
seems  the  Soviet  relationship  is  going 
on  the  back  burner  while  you  discuss 
the  nuclear  force  structure,  for  exam- 
ple. In  what  area  are  you  going  to  try 
to  move  forward?  Central  America? 
The  Mideast?  Where? 

A.  All  of  them.  But  we  had  to  have  a 
little  time.  We're  not  going  to  let  this 
Soviet  thing  put  us  in  the  mode  of  foot- 
draggers.  We're  going  to  be  out  front. 
There's  no  reason  to  suggest  that  all  we 
have  to  do  is  react  to  a  speech  by  the 
General  Secretary.  I  want  to  take  the  of- 
fense in  moving  this  relationship  for- 
ward and  taking  steps  that  are  in  the 
interest  of  freedom  around  the  world, 
whether  it's  in  Eastern  Europe  or  in 
strengthening  our  alliance. 

But  there  are  plenty  of  trouble 
spots — one  of  them  as  you  mentioned  I 
think,  Central  America.  But  we  need  to 
complete  the  reviews.  I  can't  tell  you 
where  you  will  see  the  first  major 
initiative — whether  it's  going  to  be  the 
Middle  East,  whether  it's  going  to  be 
Central  America.  We  have  problems,  of 
course,  that  afflict  the  whole  continent 
and  other  continents  in  this  Third  World 
debt  problem,  and  then,  of  course,  the 
Soviet  Union. 

But,  no,  I  don't  want  to  play  de- 
fense, and  I  don't  want  to  look  like  we're 
foot-dragging,  just  waiting  around  to  let 
others  set  the  agenda.  Prudence  is  the 
order  of  the  day.  And  when  you're  gun- 
ning for  something  as  important  as  a  bi- 
laterally supported  policy  in  Central 
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America,  it  does  take  a  little  time.  I've 
only  been  here  less  than  a  week. 


Q.  Do  you  agree  with  Senator 
Tower's  [Secretary  of  Defense- 
designate]  testimony  in  which  he 
doesn't  seem  to  believe  that  the  SDI 
[Strategic  Defense  Initiative]  pro- 
gram, as  envisioned  by  President 
Reagan,  is  likely?  And  if  you  do  agree 
with  it,  can  you  expand  on  that? 

A.  No,  I  think  I  should  wait  and  see 
a  little  more  what  John  Tower  means.  My 
position  has  not  changed  on  SDI. 

Q.  Which  is?  I  mean,  John  Tower 
has  said  that  he  doesn't  believe  that  a 
large-scale  SDI  to  protect  the  popula- 
tion, as  envisioned  by  Reagan,  is 
likely. 

A.  Before  I  comment  on  Tower's  tes- 
timony, I'd  better  read  it.  If  he's  talking 
about  a  shield  so  impenetrable  that  that 
eliminates  the  need  for  any  kind  of  other 
defense,  I  probably  would  agree  with 
that,  certainly  short-run.  But  I'd  better 
cover  by  waiting  until  I  see  what  he  said. 

Q.  The  first  action  taken  by  your 
Secretary  of  State  was  to  order  the 
boarding  up  of  the  Embassy  in  Kabul. 
Does  that  indicate  that  this  Adminis- 
tration, this  country,  then,  has  no  in- 
fluence with  the  rebels  and  you  are 
now  fearful  of  chaos  and  massacres 
there?  And  to  what  extent  did  you  dis- 
cuss this  with  Gorbachev  the  other 
day? 

A.  Did  not  discuss  it  with  him  the 
other  day.  And  what  it  indicates  is  a  pru- 
dent policy  to  protect  a  handful  of  Amer- 
ican lives.  It's  a  step  that  other  countries 
have  taken  in  Afghanistan.  Certainly  I 
think  we'd  all  agree  there  is  uncertainty 
about  what  follows.  I'm  convinced  the 
Soviets  will  continue  their  withdrawal, 
and  well  they  should.  But  it  is  simply  a 
prudent  way  in  which  to  protect  life,  I 
think.  We've  had  meeting  after  meeting 
with  Afghan  rebels,  and  there's  no  ques- 
tion in  their  minds  how  we  feel  about, 
say,  a  Soviet  presence  in  that  country. 
But  I  think  there's  a  lot  of  uncertainty. 
And  there's  enough  uncertainty  that  a 
Secretary  of  State  was  taking  prudent 
action  in  this  regard. 

Q.  What  role  do  you  see  for  the 
United  States  after  the  Soviets  with- 
draw in  that  country? 

A.  Catalytic  role  for  helping  bring 
about  stability  hopefully  in  a  govern- 
ment where  the  people  have  a  lot  to  say. 
And  it  won't  be  easy. 


Q.  A  Tehran  radio  report  this 
morning  seems  to  indicate  that  they 
are  rejecting  your  statement  of  a 
week  ago  today  that  good  will  would 
beget  good  will.  While  you  didn't  spe- 
cifically mention  Iran  by  name  in 
your  speech,  what  would  your  mes- 
sage to  them  be  on  relations,  and 
what  would  your  message  be  to  them 
about  helping  get  the  hostages  out? 

A.  I  would  make  a  broad  appeal, 
transcending  Iran,  to  anybody  who  can 
be  helpful  to  get  the  hostages  out.  I 
haven't  seen  the  wire  copy,  but  if  there  is 
such  a  story  by  them,  maybe  they're  say- 
ing, Well,  look,  we're  not  holding  your 
hostages.  And  I'd  have  to  say,  Well,  from 
our  intelligence,  our  information,  that's 
probably  correct — probably  correct.  In 
terms  of  the  future — there  was  a  period 
of  time  when  we  had  excellent  relations 
with  Iran,  and  I  don't  want  to  think  that 
the  status  quo  has  to  go  on  forever.  But  I 
do  think  that  the  renunciation  of  terror 
in  any  form  and  facilitating,  to  the  de- 
gree they  can,  the  release  of  the  hos- 
tages would  be  a  couple  of  good  steps 
they  could  take. 


Q.  A  few  minutes  ago  on  the  an- 
swer concerning  the  hostages,  you  in- 
dicated that  Iran  was  probably  not 
holding  the  hostages.  Did  you  mean 
to  say  that  we  believe  that  Iran  exer- 
cises no  control  over  people  who  are 
holding  the  hostages? 

A.  No,  I  mean  to  say  they  are  not 
holding  the  hostages.  Do  they  have  any 
control?  I  think  you  can  get  varying  de- 
grees of  intelligence  on  that,  various  as- 
sessments as  to  how  much  control  they 
have  over  Hezbollah  or  these  families  or 
whoever  it  is.  And  also,  you've  got  differ- 
ent groups  involved  in  the  holding  of 
these  hostages.  But,  no,  I'm  glad  to  get 
a  chance  to  clarify  it  because,  unless 
the  information  I  have  is  wrong,  Iran 
itself — the  government — is  not  actually 
holding  these  people.  If  they  were,  I 
would  just  reiterate  my  view  that  the 
way  to  improve  relations  is  to  let  them 
go,  give  these  people  their  freedom. 
They  didn't  do  anything  wrong. 

Q.  Do  we  believe  that  Iran  can 
exercise  influence  to  gain  the  hos- 
tages' release? 

A.  I  think  they  can  have  influence. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  Jan.  30,  1989.  ■ 


President  Holds 
Session  With 
News  Reporters 


The  following  are  excerpts  from  a 
question-and-answer  session  President 
Bush  held  with  reporters  in  the  Oval 
Office  on  February  16,  1989.1 

We  support  the  Afghan  efforts  to  fash- 
ion a  stable,  broadly  based  government, 
responsive  to  the  needs  of  the  Afghan 
people.  Throughout  the  long,  dark 
years  of  Afghanistan's  occupation,  the 
international  community  has  been 
steadfast  in  its  support  of  the  Afghan 
cause,  and  this  certainly  has  been  true 
for  the  United  States.  Our  commit- 
ment, the  commitment  of  the  United 
States  to  the  people  there,  will  remain; 
and  it  will  remain  firm,  both  through 
our  bilateral  humanitarian  aid  pro- 
gram and  through  the  UN  efforts  to 
remove  the  mines  and  resettle  the  refu- 
gees and  help  reconstruct  the  war-torn 
economy. 

We  would  call  upon  the  Soviet 
Union  to  refrain  from  other  forms  of  in- 
terference in  Afghan  affairs.  The  Sovi- 
et Union  has  nothing  to  fear  from  the 
establishment  of  an  independent,  non- 
aligned  Afghanistan.  And  they  do  bear 
a  certain  special  responsibility  for  heal- 
ing the  wounds  of  this  war.  I  would 
hope  that  the  Soviet  Union  would  gen- 
erously support  international  efforts  to 
rebuild  Afghanistan. 

There  will  be  a  fuller  statement  on 
this  later  on.2 

Q.  Were  you  hoping  also  that  the 
rebels  would  not  conduct  a  bloodbath 
once  they  get  in  the  ascendant  and 
really  take  power. 

A.  Yes 

Q.  I  mean,  it's  a  two-way  street, 
isn't  it?  In  victory,  magnanimity.  Is 
there  any  sense  that  you  would  like  t< 
convey  that  to  the  rebels,  or  do  you 
think  it's  just  a  one-way  street  for  the 
Soviets? 

A.  I  don't  think  a  bloodbath  is  in 
anyone's  interest.  And  I  think  if  we  had 
a  catalytic  role,  I  would  hope  it  would  be, 
along  with  others,  working  toward  rec- 
onciliation and  toward  a  peaceful  resolu- 
tion now  to  all  the  problems.  There's 
been  enough  of  a  bloodbath  there.  I  think 
you  raise  a  good  point;  and,  yes,  I  feel 
strongly  that  the  time  for  recrimination 
is  over,  the  time  for  bloodbaths  is  over.  I 
would  like  to  see  the  various  factions  get 
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together  and  come  up  with  recommenda- 
tions that  would  lead  to  a  peaceful  Af- 
ghanistan with  no  more  bloodbaths. 

Q.  The  Soviet  Union  is  calling 
for  an  immediate  cease-fire  in  Af- 
ghanistan and  an  embargo  on  arms 
shipments.  Would  you  go  along  with 
that  idea? 

A.  Here's  one  of  the  complicating 
factors  on  that  call.  There  is  some  con- 
cern about  what  we  call  stockpiling;  and 
it  would  not  be  fair  to  have  tremendous 
amounts  of  lethal  supplies  left  behind 
and  then  cut  off  support  for  resistance, 
thus  leaving  an  unacceptable  imbalance. 
Before  one  could  do  anything  other  than 
appeal  for  peaceful  resolution,  which  I've 
done,  one  needs  to  know  the  real  facts  on 
this  question — this  troublesome 
question — of  stockpiling. 

Q.  Does  that  mean  that  you  will 
continue  to  aid  the  rebels? 

A.  That  means  we  will  do  what  we 
need  to  do  to  see  that  there  is  a  peaceful 
resolution  to  this  question,  that  one  side 
does  not  dominate  militarily,  and  we  will 
be  encouraging  reconciliation. 

Q.  What  is  your  reaction  to  the 
action  by  the  Central  American  coun- 
tries yesterday  that  appears  to  under- 
mine the  standing  of  the  contras,  to 
say  the  least,  and  leave  them  in  a  very 
vulnerable  position?  And  was  your 
Administration,  as  has  been  report- 
ed, caught  off  guard  on  that? 

A.  Let  me  say  on  that  one  that 
there's  some  positive  elements  of  what's 
taking  place  there.  There  are  also  some 
troublesome  elements.  Positive  because 
the  Nicaraguans  appear  to  be  taking 
steps  in  accord  with  the  Esquipulas 
agreements;  they're  talking  about  na- 
tional reconciliation  and  full  freedoms, 
including  complete  freedom  of  the  press 
and  free  and  fair  elections  and  an  end  to 
subversion.  To  the  degree  that  rhetoric 
goes  forward  and  is  enacted,  that's  good. 
But  there's  90  days  now  in  which  to  final- 
ize arrangements.  What's  troubling  to 
me  is  that  claims  like  this  have  been 
made  at  one  time,  only  to  see  those 
claims  repudiated:  promises  made, 
promises  broken.  I  think  we  have  to  be 
wary  of  supporting  any  positive  ele- 
ments like  commitments  to  democracy 
and  yet  say,  wait  a  minute,  let's  be  sure 
that  we  not  leave  the  resistance  standing 
alone,  leave  them  twisting  out  there 
without  fulfillment  of  the  commitment  to 
democracy  on  the  part  of  the  Sandinistas. 


In  terms  of  being  caught  off  guard, 
we  are  in  the  midst  of  a  review  of  our 
whole  policy  there.  If  you  ask  me  would  I 
have  predicted  that  the  five  Presidents 
would  have  worked  out  agreement  in 
this  detail  at  this  time,  I'd  have  to  tell 
you  that,  having  talked  to  President 
Azcona  [of  Honduras],  having  our  Secre- 
tary of  State  deal  with  two  foreign  min- 
isters just  recently — I  think  within  the 
last  10  days — that  I  wouldn't  have  said 
that  they'd  do  exactly  what  they  did  do. 
But  as  I  say,  there's  some  positive  ele- 
ments to  it,  and  there's  some  trouble- 
some elements. 

Q.  How  does  that  note  of  caution 
translate  into  policy  and  action  on 
your  part? 

A.  You  mean  from  the  future?  Work 
here  in  the  next  90  days  with  the  leaders 
to  see  that  there's  not  just  some  fluffy 
promises  out  there  but  that  there's  some 
teeth  in  the  promise  of  democratization. 
That  is  what  has  to  be  done.  We  are 
going  to  keep  our  resolve  to  have  the 
people  of  Nicaragua  have  what  these 
other  countries  have  there:  democracy. 
We're  talking  about  freedom  of  the 
press,  freedom  of  elections,  freedom  of 
worship.  And  it's  fine  to  spell  these 
things  out  in  generalities,  but  now  let's 
get  down  to  how  we  proceed.  What  does 
a  free  and  fair  election  mean?  I  want  to 
see  some  certification  of  the  election 
process.  But  we've  got  time  now — little 
bit  of  time  now — in  which  to  make  very 
clear  that  our  resolve,  our  commitment 
to  democracy,  is  still  there. 

Q.  How  do  you  intend  to  stand  by 
your  commitment  to  the  resistance? 
And  might  that  mean  a  request  for 
additional  nonlethal  aid,  at  the  end  of 
which — 

A.  It  could  mean  that.  It  could 
mean  that.  But  again,  I  think  we've  got 
to  work  with  this  process  now  the  best 
we  can.  But  I  don't  think  anybody  would 
want  to  suggest  that  we  would  leave  peo- 
ple with  no  humanitarian  aid.  I  can't 
imagine  anyone  taking  that  view. 

Q.  Will  you  intend  to  ask  Con- 
gress to  approve  of  that  aid? 

A.  We  have  some  time  on  that  too. 
But  I  obviously  want  to  know  what  the 
status  quo  is  at  the  time.  I  have  every  in- 
tention of  seeing  that  these  people  re- 
ceive humanitarian  support,  but  how 
that  comes  about,  we'll  just  have  to  wait 
and  see. 


Q.  West  Germany  wants  to  post- 
pone the  modernization  of  the  shorter 
range  missiles.  Obviously  this  is  not 
the  American  position.  They  want 
also  to  open  negotiations  with  the  So- 
viets on  that.  How  do  you  respond  to 
that?  If  you  don't  agree  with  that,  are 
you  concerned  by  the  unity  of  NATO 
on  that? 

A.  I  would  respond  to  it  this  way. 
The  Secretary  of  State  is  talking  to  all 
the  NATO  leaders;  he'll  be  back  in  town 
over  this  weekend.  I  will  sit  down  here 
in  this  chair  and  talk  to  him  about  what 
he  has  found. 

In  the  meantime,  I  am  inclined  to 
feel  that  we  are  far  closer  to  West  Ger- 
many than  the  public  perceptions  might 
be.  I  have  been  in  touch  with  Helmut 
Kohl  [Chancellor,  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany],  and  there  have  been  oppor- 
tunities for  him  to  express  to  me  inordi- 
nate concerns  on  this  question.  Other 
German  leaders  have  been  here  recently, 
and  the  Secretary  of  State's  been  there. 
So  I  would  use  this  opportunity  to  shoot 
down  the  concept  that  there  are  major 
divisions  between  ourselves  and  the 
Federal  Republic  on  this  question. 

But  I'm  not  worried  about  NATO 
unity.  You  always  worry  that  you  have 
your  act  totally  together,  and  that's  one 
of  the  reasons  I  wanted  these  early  con- 
sultations. I  think  now,  as  a  result  of  our 
Secretary  of  State's  wonderful  trip  over 
there — and  I  say  wonderful  because  he's 
touched  a  lot  of  bases  and  the  cables  are 
most  encouraging  along  the  lines  of 
NATO  unity — that  having  said  that,  that 
the  mood  is  pretty  good.  I  don't  worry 
too  much  about  divisions  in  NATO,  and  I 
do  then  feel  that  we  will  be  in  a  position 
with  a  united  NATO  to  move  forward  in 
consultation  with  the  Soviet  Union. 
That's  the  next  step,  and  we  have  certain 
leadership  responsibilities  that  all  of  us 
here  are  prepared  to  accept  in  that 
regard. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  Feb.  20,  1989. 

2  For  text  see  Bulletin  of  March  1989.  ■ 
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Vice  President  Visits 
Venezuela  and  El  Salvador 


Vice  President  Quayle  headed  the 
Presidential  delegation  to  the 
inauguration  of  Carlos  Andres  Perez 
as  President  of  Venezuela  (February  1- 
■J,  1989)  and  visited  El  Salvador 
(February  3). 


Vice  President  Quayle  and  Argentine  President  Carlos  Andres  Perez. 


Venezuela 

The  people  of  our  two  countries  share 
the  strongest  belief  in  the  dignity  of 
man,  embodied  in  our  mutual  commit- 
ment to  the  advancement  of  democracy 
and  respect  for  human  rights  ....  The 
age  of  the  dictator  has,  indeed,  passed. 
In  this  hemisphere,  new  life  has  been 
given  to  the  idea  that  freedom  works. 
But  it  does  not  work  of  and  by  itself. 
We  face  the  constant  threat  of  en- 
croachment upon  our  shores  of  an  alien 


and  outmoded  ideology.  To  defeat  it, 
we  must  strengthen  the  ties  that  bind 
us.  Only  our  combined  solidarity  will 
ensure  the  consolidation  on  this  conti- 
nent, within  the  framework  of  demo- 
cratic institutions,  of  a  system  of 
individual  liberty  and  social  justice 
based  on  respect  for  the  essential 
rights  of  man. 

Remarks  to 

the  American  Embassy  Community, 

Caracas,  February  1,  1989 


El  Salvador 

El  Salvador  is  a  democracy,  so  it's  not 
surprising  that  there  are  many  voices 
to  be  heard  here.  Yet  in  my  conversa- 
tions with  Salvadorans  of  very  differ- 
ing points  of  view,  I  have  heard  a  single 
voice;  it  is  a  clear  one.  No  one  wishes 
more  political  violence  or  destabiliza- 
tion  in  the  region  or  an  end  to  the  dem- 
ocratic process  that  began  10  years  ago. 
Salvadorans  are  united  in  their  desire 
for  peace,  for  a  share  in  the  prosperity 
of  the  nation,  for  law  and  justice  to 
guide  their  society.  They  are  united  in 
their  sense  of  what  their  country  can 
be  ...  .  Our  commitment,  as  Ameri- 
cans and  as  allies,  is  to  democracy.  Our 
support  is  for  the  people  of  El  Salvador. 
It  is  they  who  choose  their  leaders;  it  is 
they  who  decide  the  course  of  their  des- 
tiny; and  it  is  to  the  people  of  El  Sal- 
vador that  we  direct  our  continued 
support. 

Departure  Statement, 
San  Salvador,  February  3,  1989  ■ 


Vice  President  Quayle  and  Sal- 
vadoran  President  Jose  Napoleon 
Duarte. 
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James  A.  Baker,  III,  Sworn  In 
as  Secretary  of  State 


In  a  formal  ceremony  at  the  White  House,  James  A.  Baker,  III,  was  sworn  in 
as  the  61st  Secretary  of  State  on  January  27,  1989,  by  Chief  Justice  William  Re- 
nquist.  Mrs.  Baker  held  the  Bible,  and  President  Bush  witnessed.  Secretary 
Baker  officially  took  the  oath  of  office  on  January  25,  1989,  at  the  Department 
of  State. 


Following  are  remarks  by 
President  Bush  and  Secretary  Baker 
at  the  tatter's  formal  swearing-in 
ceremony  at  the  White  House  on 
January  27, 1989. 

President  Bush1 

This  is  a  very  special  occasion  for  me 
because,  as  you  all  know,  Jim  and  I 
have  been  friends  for  a  long  time,  going 
back  perhaps  more  years  than  either  of 
us  would  care  to  admit — long,  really, 
before  our  public  lives  began.  And 
we've  served  in  government  together, 
campaigned  together,  traveled  a  long 
way  through  some  rough  and  tumble 
times.  It's  well  known  that  the  new  Sec- 
retary of  State  is  my  friend.  I  have 
^n-eat  confidence  in  him.  And  judging 
from  how  he  sailed  through  the  con- 
firmation process- — thank  you, 
gentlemen — the  U.S.  Senate  shares 
that  confidence. 

As  Secretary  of  State,  he  will  be 
my  principal  foreign  policy  adviser.  As 
I  pledged  in  my  Inaugural  Address  a 


week  ago,  my  presidency  will  usher  in 
the  age  of  the  offered  hand,  and  that 
applies  certainly  to  foreign  policy.  I've 
also  spoken  of  a  new  engagement.  No- 
where is  the  need  for  a  new  engage- 
ment greater  than  in  foreign  policy. 

The  postwar  generation  has  come 
of  age,  and  today  we  live  in  a  distinctly 
different  world  than  that  which  we 
were  born  into:  a  world  that  demands 
new  strategies  and  new  solutions.  To- 
day we  see  a  process  of  change  in  the 
Soviet  Union  and  Eastern  Europe,  in 
the  Middle  East.  A  changing  situation 
creates  new  possibilities  as  well  as  dan- 
gers. In  southern  Africa  and  in  Indo- 
china, there  is  diplomatic  progress.  In 
Central  and  South  America,  total- 
itarian forces  still  threaten  to  under- 
mine the  will  of  the  people.  We  must 
keep  democracy  on  the  march.  We're 
faced  with  change  and  the  potential  for 
change  all  over  the  world.  And  it's  up  to 
us  to  guarantee  that  the  United  States 
remains  an  engaged  power  for  positive 
change. 


In  another  era,  the  Secretary  of 
State's  role  was  largely  confined  to 
matters  of  war  and  peace.  Today's 
world  is  much  more  complex  than 
that — more  dangerous,  too.  Today's 
Secretary  of  State  must  be  prepared  to 
work  with  our  allies  to  solve  such  glob- 
al threats  as  the  international  narcotics 
trade,  terrorism,  the  degradation  of 
the  world's  environment,  and  the  eco- 
nomic distress  of  developing  countries. 
That's  why  I  chose  James  Baker.  He's 
savvy;  he's  sensitive;  he's  tough — a  rare 
combination,  indeed.  And  so,  Jim, 
you've  got  a  big  job  ahead  of  you,  lead- 
ing; coming  up  with  bold,  new  initia- 
tives; helping  all  of  us  fulfill  the 
President's  special  role  in  foreign  poli- 
cy. We  will  also  try  to  restore  biparti- 
sanship based  on  trust,  open 
communication,  and  consistency  of 
action. 

This  is  a  time  for  America  to  reach 
out  and  take  the  lead,  not  merely  react. 
This  is  a  time  for  America  to  move  for- 
ward confidently  and  cautiously,  not  re- 
treat. As  the  freest  and  the  fairest  and 
the  most  powerful  democracy  on  the 
face  of  the  Earth,  we  must  continue  to 
shine  as  a  beacon  of  liberty,  beacon  of 
justice,  for  all  the  people  of  the  world. 

Those  of  you  who  are  here  today — 
Jim  Baker's  family,  closest  friends — 
know  something  that  many  other  peo- 
ple will  soon  learn  for  themselves:  Jim 
Baker  will  be  a  great  Secretary  of 
State. 

Secretary  Baker2 

I  am  truly  honored  and  privileged  to 
stand  before  you  today.  Many  of  you 
have  come  a  long  distance  to  be  here 
and  as  you  mentioned,  Mr.  President, 
you  and  I  have  come  a  long  distance  to- 
gether. I  hope  to  continue  to  merit  your 
confidence.  I  know  I  will  continue  to 
enjoy  our  friendship.  One  other  thing;  I 
hope  that  in  foreign  policy,  we're  going 
to  make  a  better  team  than  we  often- 
times did  on  the  tennis  courts  in  Texas. 
[Laughter] 
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The  taking  of  an  oath  is  always  a 
solemn  moment.  Yet  I  cannot  help  but 
think  that  there  will  be  even  more  sol- 
emn moments  to  follow.  Because  it's 
been  my  experience  for  8  years  here 
now  in  Washington  that  after  the 
swearing-in,  sooner  or  later,  comes  the 
swearing  at.  [Laughter] 

Mr.  President,  through  your  choice 
and  the  Senate's  consent,  I  will  occupy 
an  office  that  dates  from  the  infancy  of 
our  Republic.  Over  the  last  few  weeks, 
I've  learned  a  lot  about  the  job.  I  find 
the  more  I  learn  about  it,  the  more 
humble  I  become.  Yet  mixed  with  that 
humility  is  a  pride — not  in  myself  but 
in  our  great  country. 

One  of  the  statutory  duties  of  the 
Secretary  of  State  is  to  be  the  custo- 
dian of  the  Great  Seal  of  the  United 
States.  We're  all  pretty  familiar  with 
the  great  eagle,  holding  the  olive 
branches  but  also  holding  the  arrows. 
There's  a  reverse  side  to  that  seal,  how- 
ever, that  interests  me.  On  it  is  an  un- 
finished pyramid  and  on  the  bottom,  a 
Latin  inscription  which  means,  "A  new 
order  of  the  ages."  It's  dated  1776. 

To  me  this  expresses  our  fore- 
fathers' conviction  that  our  country  of- 
fers something  new.  Our  Constitution, 
our  democracy  is  a  new  order  of  human 
activity.  And  the  unfinished  pyramid  is 
a  symbol  of  strength,  and  it's  a  symbol 
of  continuity. 

America  rests  on  the  broadest  pos- 
sible base  which,  of  course,  is  the  con- 
tribution of  every  American.  But  the 
work  of  America — to  perfect  our  soci- 
ety, to  strengthen  and  extend 
freedom — is  really  never  finished. 

As  I  stand  here  today — very  grate- 
ful to  you,  Mr.  President — I  recognize 
that  we  are  entering  a  new  era  of  inter- 
national relations;  one  that's  filled  with 
more  than  its  share  of  promise  but  per- 
haps more  than  its  share  of  perils  as 
well.  I  also  recognize  that  our  country 
is  ever  new  in  our  capacity  to  meet  the 
challenge  and  to  advance  the  cause  of 
freedom. 

I  enter  this  office  secure  in  the 
knowledge  that  under  your  leadership, 
Mr.  President,  and  with  the  support  of 
the  Congress  and  the  support  of  the 
American  people,  we  can  continue  suc- 
cessfully what  we  began  two  centuries 
ago. 


James  A.  Baker,  III 
Secretary  of  State 


James  A.  Baker,  III,  was  sworn  in  as 
the  61st  Secretary  of  State  at  the  De- 
partment of  State  on  January  25,  1989, 
and  at  a  formal  ceremony  at  the  White 
House  on  January  27,  1989.  He  was 
nominated  by  President-elect  Bush  on 
November  9,  1988,  and  confirmed  by 
the  Senate  on  January  25,  1989. 

James  A.  Baker,  III,  served  as  the 
67th  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  from 
February  1985  to  August  1988.  In  Au- 
gust 1988,  he  assumed  the  role  of  Cam- 
paign Chairman  for  the  presidential 
campaign  of  Vice  President  George 
Bush. 

Prior  to  serving  as  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury,  Mr.  Baker  had  been  ap- 
pointed by  President  Reagan  as  Chief 
of  Staff  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  a  position  which  he  occupied 
from  January  1981  through  January 
1985.  While  at  the  White  House,  he  was 
a  member  of  the  National  Security 
Council  and  remained  a  member  as  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury.  While  at  Treas- 
ury, he  was  also  Chairman  of  the 
President's  Economic  Policy  Council. 

In  1980  Secretary  Baker  served  as 
Senior  Adviser  to  the  Reagan/Bush 
general  election  campaign.  From  Janu- 
ary 1979  to  May  1980,  he  was  the  Chair- 
man of  Vice  President  Bush's  campaign 
for  the  1980  Republican  presidential 
nomination. 

Secretary  Baker  was  the  Republi- 
can Party's  nominee  for  Attorney  Gen- 
eral of  the  State  of  Texas  in  1978.  He  is 
a  native  Houstonian  and  practiced  law 
there  with  the  firm  of  Andrews  & 
Kurth  from  1957  to  1975. 

In  August  1975,  Secretary  Baker 
was  appointed  by  President  Ford  to  be 
the  Under  Secretary  of  Commerce. 
Secretary  Baker  joined  President 


Ford's  presidential  campaign  in 
May  1976  as  Deputy  Chairman  for  Dele- 
gate Operations  and  in  August  became 
National  Chairman  of  the  President 
Ford  Committee. 

Secretary  Baker  graduated  from 
Princeton  University  in  1952.  After  2 
years  of  active  duty  as  a  Lieutenant  in 
the  U.S.  Marine  Corps,  he  entered  the 
University  of  Texas  School  of  Law  at 
Austin.  He  received  his  J.D.  with  hon- 
ors in  1957. 

A  member  of  the  American,  Texas, 
and  Houston  Bar  Associations,  the 
American  Judicature  Society,  and  the 
Phi  Delta  Phi  honorary  legal  fraternity, 
Secretary  Baker  also  serves  on  the 
Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Woodrow 
Wilson  International  Center  for  Schol- 
ars at  the  Smithsonian  Institution.  He 
has  served  on  the  governing  bodies  of 
the  Texas  Children's  Hospital  and  the 
M.D.  Anderson  Hospital  and  Tumor 
Institute. 

Secretary  Baker  has  been  the  re- 
cipient of  the  Jefferson  Award  for  dis- 
tinguished public  service  from  the 
American  Institute  for  Public  Service, 
an  award  for  Distinguished  Public 
Service  from  the  John  F.  Kennedy 
School  of  Government  at  Harvard,  and 
the  Woodrow  Wilson  Award  for  distin- 
guished achievement  in  the  nation's 
service  from  Princeton  University. 
Secretary  Baker  was  selected  in  1986 
as  a  distinguished  alumnus  of  the  Uni- 
versity of  Texas.  He  has  received  nu- 
merous honorary  degrees. 

Secretary  Baker  was  born 
April  28,  1930.  He  and  his  wife,  the  for- 
mer Susan  Garrett,  reside  in  Washing- 
ton, D.C.  They  have  eight  children. 


Press  release  10  of  Jan.  30,  1989. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  Jan.  30,  1989. 

-Text  from  press  release  9  of  Jan.  30  and 
Weekly  Compilation  of  Presidential  Docu- 
ments of  Jan.  30.  ■ 
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Secretary-Designate's  Confirmation  Hearings 


Secretary  of  State-designate 
James  A.  Baker,  III,  appeared  before 
the  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  on  January  17, 1989.  He 
was  confirmed  by  the  full  Senate  on 
January  25. 1 

It  is  an  honor  to  appear  before  you  as 
President-elect  Bush's  nominee  to  be 
Secretary  of  State.  I  also  appreciate 
your  willingness  to  hold  these  hearings 
while  we  are  still  in  the  transition  per- 
iod. Every  Administration  aspires  to  hit 
the  ground  running,  instead  of  just  hit- 
ting the  ground. 

This  Friday  a  new  President  will 
take  office.  He  will  govern  an  America 
vastly  different  from  the  country  we 
knew  even  as  recently  as  the  beginning 
of  this  decade.  When  George  Bush  first 
campaigned  for  the  presidency,  Ameri- 
can institutions  and  values  were  being 
questioned.  Over  the  last  8  years,  we 
have  reaffirmed  them.  As  a  result,  our 
nation  has  emerged  much  stronger  both 
at  home  and  abroad.  For  this,  we  owe 
thanks  to  Secretary  Shultz  and,  above 
all,  to  President  Reagan. 

The  legacy  of  the  Reagan  era  is  a 
more  vibrant  America.  We  have  proven 
that  our  President  can  lead,  that  our 
government  works,  that  progress  can  be 
made.  The  creativity  of  the  individual 
and  respect  for  his  or  her  rights — the 
touchstones  of  democracy — have  become, 
once  more,  ideas  in  the  ascendancy. 

Some  of  that  vibrancy  is  reflected  in 
the  international  developments  of  our 
time.  Our  most  powerful  foe,  the  Soviet 
Union,  so  aggressive  a  decade  ago,  is  un- 
dergoing an  ideological  soul-searching  of 
historic  proportions.  Regional  conflicts 
long  thought  to  be  intractable — in  South- 
west Asia  and  southern  Africa,  for 
example — have  begun  moving  toward 
resolution  with  the  help  of  creative 
American  diplomacy.  And  the  interna- 
tional economy,  driven  by  the  longest 
American  peacetime  economic  expansion 
on  record,  has  provided  new  hope  for 
progress. 

A  World  in  Transition 

These  developments  are  symptomatic  of 
the  great  changes  and  challenges  we  face 
in  the  decade  ahead.  Our  world  is  under- 
going five  significant  transformations. 

First,  the  democratic  revolution: 

Many  nations  in  Latin  America  have 


recently  achieved  democracy  or  are 
struggling  toward  it,  while  in  Asia,  the 
Philippines  and  South  Korea  have  joined 
the  democratic  ranks.  But  many  of  these 
new  democracies  are  fragile.  Their  insti- 
tutions need  time  to  take  root,  and  suc- 
cess is  not  assured.  And,  while  millions 
of  people  elsewhere  are  demanding  free 
political  institutions,  we  know  that  the 
demands  for  freedom  are  not  always 
granted  peacefully,  if  at  all. 

Second,  the  spread  of  free  enter- 
prise: Free  markets  and  private  initia- 
tive are  the  new  watchwords  of  economic 
development — because  these  concepts 
work  in  practice.  Classic  socialism  and 
variants  of  government-controlled  econ- 
omies have  been  discredited.  The  na- 
tions of  the  Pacific  rim  in  particular 
have  shown  that  the  free  enterprise 
model  works  astonishingly  well  for 
developing  countries,  not  just  mature 
economies.  But  in  many  regions,  the 
problems  of  debt,  large  trade  imbal- 
ances, and  protectionist  pressures  over- 
shadow this  progress  and  threaten  the 
future. 

Third,  change  in  the  communist 
world:  Virtually  every  communist  gov- 
ernment is  now  experimenting  with  eco- 
nomic ideas  once  denounced  as  heretical, 
including  a  role  for  a  market  economy. 
But  the  crisis  of  the  communist  systems, 
even  by  their  own  admission,  is  much 
broader.  Political  change,  especially  the 
demand  for  freer  institutions,  is  high  on 
the  agenda.  Yet  it  is  not  clear  that  re- 
forms will  be  successful  or  that  democra- 
cy will  be  the  outcome. 

Fourth,  technological  progress: 

Rapid  advances  in  the  technology  of  in- 
formation and  communications  have 
helped  to  bring  about  a  global  economy, 
shrinking  time  and  space  and  transcend- 
ing the  traditional  boundaries  of  the 
nation-state.  It  is  already  clear  that  in 
today's  global  economy,  domestic  econom- 
ic policies  can  no  longer  be  considered 
independently  of  their  international  con- 
sequences. But  it  is  not  yet  certain  that 
we  will  have  the  cooperation  we  need. 
And  trade  advantages,  unfairly  pursued, 
could  lead  to  more  economic  strife  and, 
eventually,  to  growing  protectionism. 

Fifth,  new  military  trends:  The 

same  technological  change  affecting  the 
international  economy  is  altering  strate- 


gic military  relationships.  Precision 
guidance  enables  the  conventional  weap- 
ons of  today  to  destroy  targets  that,  in 
years  past,  were  assigned  primarily  to 
nuclear  weapons.  Research  on  the  Stra- 
tegic Defense  Initiative  is  exploring  the 
potential  for  altering  the  future  mix  of 
offense  and  defense.  We  must  continue 
to  assess  the  impact  of  these  changes 
on  deterrence  and  arms  control. 

There  is  another,  more  worrisome 
aspect  of  the  new  military  trends.  A 
dangerous  proliferation  of  high  tech- 
nology has  begun.  Just  as  we  are  con- 
trolling or  eliminating  some  nuclear 
weapons,  chemical  warheads  and  ballis- 
tic missiles  have  fallen  into  the  hands  of 
governments  and  groups  with  proven 
records  of  aggression  and  terrorism. 

The  Contraries  of  Our  Times 
and  How  To  Approach  Them 

These  five  transformations  present  us 
with  a  series  of  contraries  and  para- 
doxes. We  could  advance  toward  an 
increasingly  democratic  world,  or,  if 
fragile  democracies  fail,  the  cause  of 
freedom  could  be  thrown  back.  The  in- 
ternational economy  could  continue  to 
grow,  or  the  stresses  of  competition 
could  lead  to  protectionism  and  rival 
trading  blocs — ultimately  to  the  disad- 
vantage of  all.  A  properly  conceived  ap- 
proach by  the  Atlantic  alliance  could 
extend  the  progress  we  have  made  with 
the  Soviet  Union.  Or  through  mistakes 
on  either  side  of  the  Iron  Curtain,  this 
opportunity  could  be  lost.  Finally,  new 
military  technologies  could  provide  a 
greater  stability  at  lower  levels  of  forces. 
Or  we  could  encounter  a  new  and  darker 
age  if  we  cannot  halt  the  spread  of  weap- 
ons that  put  nations  on  a  hair  trigger, 
particularly  in  politically  unstable 
regions. 

I  am  asking  you  to  vote  to  confirm 
me  as  Secretary  of  State.  So  it  is  right 
and  proper  that  I  tell  you  as  best  I  can  of 
my  approach  to  this  challenging  world, 
this  world  of  contraries. 

During  my  legal  training,  I  became 
aware  of  a  set  of  lectures  by  Justice  Ben- 
jamin Cardozo  called  "The  Nature  of  the 
Judicial  Process."  And  I  recall  being 
struck  by  his  observation  that,  "There 
is  in  each  of  us  a  stream  of  tendency, 
whether  you  choose  to  call  it  philosophy 
or  not,  which  gives  coherency  and  direc- 
tion to  thought  and  action."  Some  have 
described  my  philosophy  as  "pragmatic." 
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I'd  like  to  say  that  labels  can  be  mis- 
leading— I  am  actually  a  Texas  Repub- 
lican, all  of  whom  are  conservative.  I 
will  admit  to  pragmatism,  however,  if  by 
that  you  mean  being  realistic  about  the 
world  and  appreciating  the  importance 
of  getting  things  done. 

My  purpose  is  not  to  understand 
this  world  in  order  to  accept  it  but  to  un- 
derstand it  in  order  to  change  it  where 
necessary — sometimes  by  large  steps, 
often  of  necessity  by  small  steps,  yet  al- 
ways pressing  forward.  And  the  only 
sure  guide  for  such  change  is  the  com- 
pass of  American  ideals  and  values — 
freedom,  democracy,  equal  rights,  re- 
spect for  human  dignity,  fair  play — the 
principles  to  which  I  adhere. 

I  believe  in  freedom  for  the  individ- 
ual because  it's  a  God-given  right  and  the 
source  of  human  creativity.  The  Foun- 
ders of  our  country  recognized  that  such 
freedom  was  preserved  best  by  limited 
government — the  checks  and  balances 
system  that  still  provides  the  framework 
for  our  success.  Part  of  that  system  is  a 
decentralized  government,  a  government 
close  to  the  people,  a  government  of  the 
people.  I  would  argue,  too,  that  econom- 
ic freedom — the  free  market  system — is 
an  essential  part  of  the  framework. 
Finally,  and  above  all,  I  believe,  like 
Lincoln,  that  the  United  States  has  a 
special  role  in  this  world,  a  special  con- 
tribution to  make — as  he  put  it,  "the 
last,  best  hope  of  earth." 

Leadership  and  Bipartisanship 

My  sense  of  realism,  my  stream  of  ten- 
dency, tells  me  that  we  can  advance  to- 
ward those  ideals  if  we  are  resolved  on 
two  issues. 

The  first  is  the  necessity  for  Ameri- 
can leadership.  Some  years  ago,  as  Sec- 
retary of  the  Treasury,  I  spoke  of  the 
leadership  "choice" — but,  in  fact,  it  is 
no  choice  at  all.  As  the  most  powerful 
democracy,  the  largest  economy,  the 
wealthiest  society,  and  the  greatest  con- 
centration of  scientific  talents,  we  are 
going  to  substantially  affect  the  future 
whether  we  do  so  consciously  or  not.  We 
can  be  a  force  for  freedom  and  peaceful 
change  unlike  any  other  in  this  world. 
But  if  we  fail  to  do  so,  we  will  not  be  able 
to  run  or  to  hide  from  the  consequences. 

U.S.  leadership  must  adjust  for  a 
world  that  has  outgrown  the  postwar 
era.  The  United  States  is  simultaneously 
a  tribune  for  democracy,  a  catalyst  for 
international  cooperation,  and  a  guard- 
ian of  our  national  interests.  We  live  in  a 
world  of  powerful  adversaries.  We  can- 
not take  the  survival  of  democracy  for 


granted  or  assume  that  if  we  do  not  pro- 
tect our  own  interests,  someone  else  or 
some  international  organization  will  act 
on  our  behalf.  We  also  live  in  a  world  of 
increasingly  influential  allies  whose  co- 
operation is  essential  if  we  are  to  sur- 
mount common  problems.  There  are  new, 
global  dangers,  such  as  terrorism,  the 
international  narcotics  trade,  and  the 
degradation  of  the  world's  environment, 
that  cannot  be  managed  by  one  nation 
alone — no  matter  how  powerful.  These 
realities  will  not  permit  a  blind  isola- 
tionism or  a  reckless  unilateralism.  Only 
through  a  realistic  approach  can  we 
write  a  new  chapter  of  American  leader- 
ship for  a  rapidly  changing  world. 

There  is  a  second  issue  we  must  re- 
solve. It  concerns  the  relationship  be- 
tween the  executive  and  the  Congress  in 
the  realm  of  foreign  policy.  Simply  put, 
we  must  have  bipartisanship  to  suc- 
ceed. That's  the  verdict  of  history  and  of 
recent  experience. 

Bipartisanship  does  not  mean  that 
we  must  always  agree.  There  are  and 
will  always  be  differences  in  approach 
and  on  substance.  Airing  those  differ- 
ences in  a  manner  that  respects  the  oth- 
er person's  right  to  disagree  is  a  strong 
affirmation  of  the  democratic  process. 
But  eventually, we  must  proceed,  and 
when  we  do,  it  is  best  that  we  do  so  to- 
gether if  we  are  to  achieve  the  national 
interest.  On  this  subject,  let  me  quote 
Dean  Acheson.  He  was  evidently  ac- 
quainted with  some  of  our  Texas  customs 
because  he  said  that  there  was  a  rule  in 
the  saloons  of  the  Old  West:  "Never  shoot 
the  piano  player."  And  he  wrote  that  in 
foreign  policy,  the  President  was  the  pi- 
ano player. 

Yes,  this  is  an  appeal  for  a  kinder, 
gentler  Congress.  But  bipartisanship  is 
also  more  than  Acheson's  "holy  water 
sprinkled  on  political  necessity."  It's  the 
lubricant  that  enables  the  branches  of 
government  to  overcome  their  natural, 
constitutionally  designed  friction,  a 
friction  that  arises  from  our  differing 
perspectives  and  our  different 
responsibilities. 

As  a  realist,  I  know  we  need  biparti- 
sanship to  succeed.  While  the  executive 
is  responsible  for  proposing  and  execut- 
ing foreign  policy,  the  legislature  sup- 
ports, modifies,  and  sometimes  vetoes  a 
course  of  action.  Thus,  bipartisanship  is 
decided  in  practice.  So  let  our  recent  ex- 
perience be  our  teacher.  When  we  held 
the  line  together,  on  Afghanistan,  or 
throughout  the  INF  [intermediate-range 
nuclear  forces!  negotiations,  we  suc- 
ceeded. When  we  did  not — in  Central 
America— the  outcome  was  unsatisfac- 
tory to  everyone. 


The  conclusion  is  inescapable.  In  or- 
der to  succeed,  we  must  work  together. 
And  a  bipartisan  foreign  policy  is  sus- 
tained by  three  principles: 

•  First,  trust  that  we  each  have 
the  public  interest  in  mind,  that  we 
are  doing  our  best  to  carry  out  our 
responsibilities; 

•  Second,  consultation,  that  we  are 
trying  to  communicate,  that  we  taking 
off  and  landing  together;  and 

•  Third,  consistency,  that  our  deci- 
sions and  agreements,  once  arrived  at, 
are,  in  fact,  decisions  and  agreements 
that  will  be  kept. 

Senators  Danforth  and  Boren  have 
suggested  a  new  means  of  consultation — 
including  periodic  meetings  of  Members 
of  Congress  with  the  Secretary  of  State 
and  sometimes  the  President — to  discuss 
the  larger  and  longer  term  issues.  As 
President-elect  Bush  wrote  to  Senator 
Danforth  on  November  18,  1988,  "As  soon 
as  my  National  Security  team  is  in 
place,  I  will  ask  them  to  meet  with  you 
to  discuss  your  excellent  suggestions."  I 
look  forward  to  that  meeting. 

Armed  then  with  the  conviction  of 
American  leadership  and  the  practices 
of  bipartisanship,  let  us  together — the 
executive  and  the  Congress — tackle  the 
formidable  agenda  before  us. 

The  International  Agenda: 
The  Americas 

First  on  that  agenda  is  our  neighbor- 
hood— the  countries  that  border  us,  the 
countries  of  our  continent  and  our  hemi- 
sphere. The  United  States  is  both  a  con- 
tinental and  a  maritime  power,  which 
gives  us  a  unique  geopolitical  perspec- 
tive. But  we  are  not  exempt  from  the  old 
rule  that  foreign  policy  begins  at  home. 
It  is  rooted  and  must  be  rooted  in  our 
values.  And  it  gathers  both  strength  and 
vitality  from  our  immediate  neighbor- 
hood— how  well  we  do  with  our  friends 
and  neighbors  to  the  north  and  south. 

Recently,  working  with  Canada,  we 
achieved  a  free  trade  agreement — 
something  both  nations  had  sought  for 
100  years  without  success.  A  lot  of  ink 
and  some  anguish  has  been  spilled  over 
the  economic  implications  of  this  agree- 
ment with  respect  to  certain  industries. 
In  my  view,  the  free  trade  agreement  is 
in  our  mutual  interest.  And  there  are 
geopolitical  implications  that  go  far  be- 
yond the  economic  signficance  of  this 
achievement. 

The  U.S.-Canada  agreement  repre- 
sents a  signal  success  in  a  strategy  de- 
signed to  move  all  nations  toward  a  more 
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open  trading  system.  It  proves  that  the 
two  largest  trading  partners  in  the 
world  cannot  only  eliminate  tariff  bar- 
riers but  can  also  negotiate  solutions  in 
such  areas  as  services  and  investment — 
both  increasingly  transnational  in 
scope — while  still  respecting  national 
sovereignty.  It  shows  that  an  active,  in- 
ternationalist free  trade  policy  can  cata- 
lyze a  bipartisan  domestic  coalition  and 
turn  back  the  forces  of  protectionism.  So 
it  can  be  done.  And  we  look  forward  to 
working  with  Canada  on  other  important 
issues,  including  international  environ- 
mental problems,  as  we  extend  the  range 
of  our  new  cooperation. 

To  the  south,  we  have  an  equally  sig- 
nificant set  of  issues  to  consider.  Our 
neighbor  Mexico  is  deeply  in  debt  and 
faces  some  serious  challenges  to  its  so- 
cial fabric.  But  Mexico  also  has  many 
assets — the  capabilities  of  its  people  and 
its  significant  natural  resources.  The 
Mexican  Government,  led  by  President 
Salinas,  is  taking  the  road  of  economic 
and  political  reform.  It  is  a  difficult 
road,  and  we  are  determined  to  help. 

It  is  in  our  interest  to  do  so.  It  is 
time  we  regarded  Mexico  with  the  re- 
spect and  seriousness  it  warrants. 
Whatever  the  past,  we  must  all  be  aware 
that  America's  relationship  with  Mexico 
means  a  great  deal.  It  is  as  important  as 
our  relationship  with  any  other  country 
in  the  world.  I  am  convinced  that  we  can 
make  progress  together,  working  on  the 
basis  of  equality  and  mutual  respect.  I 
know  President-elect  Bush  looks  forward 
to  early  consultations  with  President 
Salinas  and  [Canadian]  Prime  Minister 
Mulroney  to  chart  the  course  ahead. 

Another  matter  on  our  continental 
agenda  is  Central  America.  We  have  now 
had  nearly  10  years  of  frustrating  and 
sometimes  contradictory  American  poli- 
cies toward  that  region.  Some  successes 
have  been  achieved.  Most  Central  Amer- 
ican nations  are  more  democratic  and 
more  respectful  of  human  rights  than 
they  were.  And  we  must  help  to  defend 
those  achievements  from  threats  against 
human  rights,  whether  the  threats  are 
from  the  left  or  the  right. 

Still,  the  overwhelming  blemish  re- 
mains: the  terrible  draining  conflict  be- 
tween Nicaragua  and  its  neighbors  and 
between  the  Nicaraguan  Marxists  and 
their  own  people,  some  of  whom  have 
taken  up  arms  and  merited  American 
support.  Starting  in  1987,  all  of  the  gov- 
ernments of  the  area  stepped  back  from 
the  brink  long  enough  to  agree  on  a  set 
of  principles  for  peace.  The  Esquipulas 
agreement,  known  as  Esquipulas  II  and 
authored  by  President  Arias  of  Costa 


Rica,  expresses  well  everyone's  objec- 
tives. It's  a  good  platform  for  peace. 
What  it  lacks  is  a  mechanism  for  enforce- 
ment. That  problem  emerged  clearly  in 
the  record  of  negotiations  following  the 
Sapoa  accords  between  the  Sandinistas 
and  the  democratic  resistance.  To  date, 
neither  democracy,  as  specified  by 
Esquipulas  II,  nor  the  reintegration  of 
the  resistance,  as  pledged  in  the  Sapoa 
accords,  has  materialized. 

Clearly,  we  need  a  different  ap- 
proach, an  approach  that  must  be  bipar- 
tisan here  in  Washington  if  it  is  to 
succeed  there  in  the  region.  Events  have 
shown  that  only  such  bipartisan  action 
influences  the  Sandinistas. 

That  is  why  we  must  unite  on  clear 
goals  for  Central  America — democrati- 
zation, development,  and  security  for  ev- 
ery state  in  the  region.  All  of  them  must 
be  free  of  the  fear  of  subversive  neigh- 
bors. All  of  them  must  be  able  to  share 
in  an  economic  development  plan,  per- 
haps assisted  by  our  European  and  Japa- 
nese allies.  But  none  of  this  can  occur 
unless  the  promises  of  democracy  and  se- 
curity become  reality.  We  must  insist  on 
protection  for  human  rights  in  Nicara- 
gua, El  Salvador,  and  their  neighbors — 
applying  equal  standards  fairly  to  all. 

These  objectives  of  American  diplo- 
macy carry  a  great  national  respon- 
sibility. We  cannot  and  we  must  not 
abandon  the  democratic  resistance.  We 
must  stand  by  them  until  our  mutual 
goals  are  achieved. 

Finally,  I'd  like  to  make  a  sugges- 
tion. In  1992,  we  will  celebrate  the  500th 
anniversary  of  Columbus'  voyage  of  dis- 
covery. I'd  like  to  suggest  that  today  we 
embark  on  a  voyage  of  rediscovery — of 
the  Caribbean  and  of  South  America. 
Our  neighbors  in  this  hemisphere  are 
engaged  in  a  quest  for  greater  freedom 
and  economic  progress.  We  share  many 
of  their  interests.  And  together  we  also 
face  the  scourge  of  drugs.  Now  is  the 
time  to  take  a  fresh  look  at  these  prob- 
lems and  to  make  more  of  our  oppor- 
tunities to  overcome  them. 

Transformation  of 
Our  Allies  and  Friends 

Let  me  move  now  from  our  neighborhood 
to  the  broader  world  of  our  friends  and 
allies.  Through  commerce,  political  al- 
liance, and  defense  agreements,  the 
United  States  links  together  two  highly 
dynamic,  advanced  regions — Western 
Europe  and  the  nations  of  the  Pacific. 
We  are  at  once  an  Atlantic  power  and  a 
Pacific  power,  and  there  should  not  be 
any  thought  to  expand  one  relationship 
at  the  expense  of  the  other. 


Realism  compels  us  to  understand 
the  great  changes  taking  place  among 
our  allies  and  friends  in  both  regions. 
This  year  marks  the  40th  anniversary  of 
the  founding  of  NATO,  the  most  success- 
ful alliance  in  history.  But  today's  West- 
ern Europe  is  not  the  exhausted  Europe 
recovering  from  its  own  devastation,  nor 
is  it  the  single  Europe  of  the  political  vi- 
sionaries. A  new  appreciation  is  needed 
on  our  side  and  theirs  of  how  we  can 
adapt  to  changing  circumstances  as  a 
force  for  peace. 

Certainly,  in  the  first  instance,  it 
requires,  as  President-elect  Bush  has 
suggested,  a  meeting  of  our  minds  on 
how  to  proceed  with  a  changing  Soviet 
Union.  In  an  era  of  constrained  defense 
budgets,  we  require  a  common  approach 
to  the  new  military  facts  created  by  the 
INF  Treaty — the  need  to  modernize  our 
nuclear  and  conventional  weapons.  We 
need  a  set  of  both  realistic  and  prudent 
standards  for  conventional  arms  control. 
We  also  need  a  common  approach  to  the 
issues  of  loans  and  credits,  trade,  and 
technology  transfer  to  Moscow  and  East- 
ern Europe.  Finally,  we  need  to  estab- 
lish a  more  equitable  and  creative  basis 
on  which  to  share  responsibilities.  Our 
discourse  and  consultations  should  be 
free  and  frank  as  befits  allies  of  long 
standing. 

The  stakes  have  not  changed.  Our 
commitment  to  NATO  is  stronger  be- 
cause we  as  nations  are  stronger.  As  long 
as  Europe  remains  the  most  heavily 
armed  continent,  where  American  and 
Soviet  troops  face  each  other  on  the 
front  lines,  the  Atlantic  alliance  will  be 
our  first  line  of  defense. 

The  year  1989  also  marks  32  years 
since  the  signing  of  the  treaty  of  Rome 
that  gave  official  birth  to  the  [European] 
Common  Market.  And  in  only  3  more 
years,  the  enlarged  Common  Market 
will  have  achieved  the  objective  of  that 
treaty — a  single  market.  But  will  this 
new  Europe — a  rising  economic  super- 
power— be  outward  looking  or  inward? 
Will  it  be  another  building  block  in  the 
new  edifice  of  a  more  open,  global  trad- 
ing system  or  a  massive  bloc  protected 
against  external  competition?  Will  it  be 
a  healthy,  dynamic  economy  that  pro- 
duces an  abundance  of  jobs  or  a  cautious, 
stagnant  region  content  with  persistent 
unemployment?  The  correct  anwers  to 
these  contraries  will  be  found,  I  believe, 
in  a  Europe  that  looks  outward,  not  in- 
ward; that  promotes  structural  reform, 
that  breaks  down  barriers,  that  offers 
economic  opportunities  for  all  nations, 
not  only  for  Europe.  As  an  ally  and 
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as  a  major  trading  partner,  the  United 
States  will  take  a  keen  interest  in  this 
transformation. 

Turning  to  the  Pacific  rim,  we  find 
a  striking  success  already  in  the  making. 
No  area  offers  comparable  achievements 
in  creating  advanced  economies  in  rec- 
ord time.  This  economic  progress  is  an- 
chored in  the  remarkable  partnership, 
now  four  decades  old,  between  the 
United  States  and  Japan.  I  expect  that 
partnership  to  strengthen  further  and 
expand  in  scope. 

Many  have  spoken  of  the  Pacific  cen- 
tury and  the  Pacific  rim  as  the  world  of 
the  future.  One  thing  is  certain.  The 
world's  economic  promise  to  the  end  of 
this  century  depends  on  how  well  the 
United  States  and  its  Pacific  partners 
manage  their  affairs.  Our  relations  with 
the  Pacific — as  our  relations  with  Eu- 
rope and,  indeed,  our  own  continent — 
must  emphasize  outward-looking  eco- 
nomic policies  that  promote  trade  and 
growth.  I  do  not  underestimate  the  chal- 
lenge in  Asia,  or  in  other  regions,  of 
achieving  free  and  fair  trade,  of  avoiding 
all  forms  of  protectionism,  including  the 
manipulation  of  exchange  rates.  After 
nearly  a  decade  when  the  American 
economy  has  driven  international  growth, 
we  are  all  facing  a  changing  world.  The 
rule  that  success  brings  responsibility 
will  find  a  fuller  expression  as  the  Pa- 
cific nations  assume  more  important 
economic  and  political  roles. 

We  have  vital  political  and  strategic 
interests  in  the  Pacific  as  well.  These  in- 
terests are  well  served  by  military  capa- 
bilities based  in  Japan,  the  Philippines, 
and  Korea — and  by  our  close  cooperation 
with  these  nations.  We  must  enhance 
that  cooperation  while  shouldering  com- 
mon defense  and  development 
responsibilities. 

The  U.S.  relationship  with  the  Peo- 
ple's Republic  of  China,  important  in  its 
own  right,  also  contributes  strongly  to 
the  overall  stability  of  the  international 
political  order.  President-elect  Bush's  ex- 
tensive, personal  experience  in  China 
will  facilitate  the  expansion  of  our  im- 
portant and  multifaceted  ties. 

Our  policy  toward  the  Pacific  as  a 
whole  must  tie  together  all  strands:  to 
assure  the  region's  economic  growth, 
with  its  global  implications,  in  the  con- 
text of  a  secure  regional  deterrence. 
I  think  we  are  going  to  see  in  Asia  the 
necessity  for  closer  coordination  with 
ASEAN  [Association  of  South  East  Asian 
Nations]  and  other  regional  groups — and 
perhaps  even  new  institutional  arrange- 
ments. As  we  enter  a  new  era  charac- 
terized especially  by  the  greater  strength 


Secretary  Addresses  Panel 
on  Global  Climate  Change 


Following  are  remarks  by  Secre- 
tary Baker  before  the  Response  Strate- 
gies Working  Group  of  the  Inter- 
governmental Panel  on  Climate 
Change  at  the  Department  of  State  on 
January  30, 1989.1 

I  am  very  pleased  to  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  join  you  this  morning,  how- 
ever briefly,  and  to  welcome  you  to  the 
Department  of  State.  You  are  the  first 
official  group  that  I've  had  the  pleasure 
of  welcoming  to  the  Department. 

I  would  also  like  to  welcome 
Bill  Reilly,  who  is  here  with  us  this 
morning — President  of  the  World  Wild- 
life Fund  and  the  Conservation  Founda- 
tion. Bill  has  let  President  Bush  talk 
him  into  becoming  the  nominee  for  the 
post  of  Administrator  of  the  U.S.  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency,  and  it's 
my  fervent  hope,  Bill,  that  nothing  you 
hear  at  this  conference  this  morning 
will  cause  you  to  change  your  mind. 
.  The  truth  is,  though,  as  I  don't 
need  to  tell  those  of  you  who  are  here, 
we  face  some  very  difficult  problems.  It 
is  also  true,  though,  that  we  now  recog- 
nize them  to  be  problems,  and  in  my  ex- 
perience in  government,  that  is  at  least 
half  of  the  battle. 

Some  months  ago  President  Bush 
said,  "We  face  the  prospect  of  being 
trapped  on  a  boat  that  we  have  irrepa- 
rably damaged — not  by  the  cataclysm  of 
war  but  by  the  slow  neglect  of  a  vessel 
we  believed  to  be  impervious  to  our 
abuse." 

The  establishment  of  the  Inter- 
governmental Panel  on  Climate  Change 
and  this  meeting  of  the  panel's  Re- 
sponse Strategies  Working  Group,  I 
think,  shows  beyond  a  doubt  that  this  is 
a  transnational  issue.  We  are  all  in  the 
same  boat.  And  as  I  put  it  in  my  testi- 
mony to  the  Senate  recently,  "The  tides 
and  the  winds  can  spread  environmen- 
tal damage  to  continents  and  hemis- 
pheres far  removed  from  the  immediate 
disaster." 

So  if  I  may  borrow  a  phrase  from 
the  environmentalists,  the  political 
ecology  is  now  ripe  for  action.  We  know 


that  we  need  to  act,  and  we  also  know 
that  we  need  to  act  together.  That  is 
what  this  meeting  is  all  about. 

But  I  would  take  it  even  a  step  fur- 
ther. One  of  the  big  advantages  of  being 
Secretary  of  State  is  that  because  I  am 
not  a  scientist,  I  am,  therefore,  not 
called  upon  to  assess  the  evidence,  es- 
pecially on  global  climate  change.  Yet 
it  is  also  clear,  I  think,  that  we  face 
more  than  simply  a  scientific  problem. 
It  is  also  a  diplomatic  problem  of  when 
and  how  we  take  action.  And  here,  if  I 
might,  I  would  like  to  make  four 
points. 

The  first  is  that  we  can  probably 
not  afford  to  wait  until  all  of  the  uncer- 
tainties have  been  resolved  before  we 
do  act.  Time  will  not  make  the  problem 
go  away. 

The  second  is  that  while  scientists 
refine  the  state  of  our  knowledge,  we 
should  focus  immediately  on  prudent 
steps  that  are  already  justified  on 
grounds  other  than  climate  change. 
These  include  reducing  CFC  emissions, 
greater  energy  efficiency,  and 
reforestation. 

The  third  is  that  whatever  global 
solutions  to  global  climate  change  are 
considered,  they  should  be  as  specific 
and  cost-effective  as  they  can  possibly 
be. 

The  fourth  is  that  those  solutions 
will  be  most  effective  if  they  transcend 
the  great  fault  line  of  our  times — the 
need  to  reconcile  the  transcendent  re- 
quirements for  both  economic  develop- 
ment and  a  safe  environment. 

Without  in  any  way  downgrading 
the  difficulty  of  the  task,  I  would  con- 
clude by  noting  that  progress  generally 
results  when  common  interests  are 
joined  to  a  common  understanding. 
This  meeting  and  others  like  it  will 
play  a  crucial  role  in  moving  us  all  to- 
ward that  common  understanding  of 
what  we  must  do  to  protect  and  to  pre- 
serve our  environment. 
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of  our  friends,  the  challenge  of  our  agen- 
da can  be  put  this  way:  Our  mutual  suc- 
cess should  pave  the  road  toward  closer 
association,  not  a  detour  to  the  dead  end 
of  counterproductive  rivalry.  That's  a 
road  we  must  pave  together. 

Transnational  Issues 

The  future  of  our  civilization  also  de- 
mands that  we  act  in  concert  to  deal 
with  a  new  class  of  problems,  transna- 
tional in  nature.  Terrorism  has  become  a 
means  for  small  groups,  sometimes  sup- 
ported by  nations,  to  attack  innocent  ci- 
vilians around  the  world.  The  narcotics 
traffickers  have  become  powerful 
enough  to  undermine  governments,  even 
as  their  drugs  poison  societies.  Fanatics 
spread  their  messages  of  intolerance  and 
hate  using  mass  communications  that  cut 
across  borders.  Every  nation  also  knows 
now  that  we  face  major  ecological  chal- 
lenges. The  tides  and  winds  can  spread 
environmental  damage  to  continents  and 
hemispheres  far  removed  from  the  im- 
mediate disaster.  Scientists  have  warned 
us  against  the  possible  consequences  of  a 
long-term  warming  trend,  the  so-called 
greenhouse  effect. 

President-elect  Bush  has  called  for 
an  international  conference  on  global  en- 
vironmental issues.  I  believe  the  United 
States  must  lead  this  effort.  We  need  to 
help  foster  a  change  of  attitude,  a  recon- 
ciliation of  the  transcendent  require- 
ments for  both  economic  development 
and  a  secure  environment.  As  Treasury 
Secretary,  I  pressed  the  multilateral  de- 
velopment banks  toward  consideration  of 
conservationally  sound,  sustained  devel- 
opment and  helped  develop  debt-for- 
charity  swaps  to  aid  conservation  in  de- 
veloping nations.  As  Secretary  of  State, 
I  hope  to  build  on  this  record. 

No  one  has  yet  perfected  the  poli- 
cies of  collective  action  we  need  to  deal 
with  this  special  range  of  global  prob- 
lems. But  the  stakes  are  too  high  for  us 
to  desist.  We  will  begin  with  our  allies, 
include  our  friends,  and  challenge  our 
adversaries  to  make  common  cause  in 
treating  these  issues. 

Realism  in  U.S. -Soviet  Relations 

Beyond  the  Americas,  beyond  greater 
partnership  with  our  allies,  beyond  fac- 
ing global  problems,  lies  the  U.S. -Soviet 
relationship.  Thanks  to  the  policy  of 
peace  through  strength  pursued  over  the 
last  8  years,  our  dealings  with  Moscow 
have  become  noticeably  less  tense.  There 
has  been  progress  in  arms  control — 
notably  the  INF  Treaty — human  rights, 


bilateral  ties,  and  regional  conflicts.  We 
look  forward  to  the  day,  coming  soon, 
when  all  Soviet  troops  will  have  left 
Afghanistan. 

Some  have  suggested  that  this  prog- 
ress deserves  a  radically  different  U.S. 
policy.  Others  fear  that  [Soviet  Presi- 
dent] Mikhail  Gorbachev  has  stolen  a 
march  on  the  democracies  through  such 
actions  as  the  unilateral  reduction  in 
troops  and  tanks  in  Europe.  The  mean- 
ing and  permanence  of  the  new  Soviet 
policies  are  being  debated  intensely  here 
and  abroad. 

There  are  good  reasons  for  both  op- 
timistic and  pessimistic  views  of  today's 
Soviet  Union.  No  one  can  doubt  that 
there  are  very  real  changes.  Many  were 
unthinkable  just  a  few  years  ago.  The 
SS-20s  are  being  destroyed.  Soviet 
troops  are  leaving  Afghanistan.  Some 
political  prisoners  have  been  released. 
American  doctors  will  soon  visit  psychi- 
atric hospitals  where  prisoners  of  con- 
science have  been  sent.  Soviet  history 
itself  is  sometimes  subject  to  harsh  scru- 
tiny. In  others  words,  the  slogans  of 
glasnost  and  perestroika  are  being  given 
content. 

These  are  reasons  to  be  hopeful.  But 
realism  requires  us  to  be  prudent.  How- 
ever fascinating  the  twists  and  turns  of 
perestroika  may  be,  and  however  rivet- 
ing the  details  of  Soviet  decline  as  re- 
ported in  Soviet  newspapers,  the  Soviet 
Union  remains  a  heavily  armed  super- 
power. The  talk  is  different  but  the  force 
structure  and  policies  that  support  far- 
reaching  interests  and  clients  have  not 
changed  commensurately.  Many  of  those 
policies  and  those  clients  are  hostile  to 
American  values  and  threaten  our  inter- 
ests and  our  allies.  That's  a  reality. 

Still,  I  would  not  underestimate  the 
impact  of  Moscow's  domestic  troubles  on 
Soviet  foreign  policy.  Marxism-Leninism 
as  a  philosophy  for  a  society  must  be  in 
doubt  when  the  system,  after  70  years, 
produces  declining  health,  shortages  of 
food  and  consumer  goods,  and  an  obso- 
lete industrial  base.  The  political 
changes  now  being  made  are  themselves 
reflective  of  a  continuing  paradox:  While 
the  purpose  of  reform  is  ostensibly  to 
prevent  a  recurrence  of  dictatorial 
abuse,  the  reform  itself  depends  on  the 
concentration  of  power  in  one  man's 
hands. 

Meanwhile,  the  East  European 
countries  are  in  ferment  as  the  ground 
rules  of  their  own  governments  and  their 
relations  to  the  U.S.S.R.  are  rewritten. 
And  the  Baltic  States  and  Armenia  have 
reminded  the  world  of  ethnic  dilemmas 


long  suppressed  by  Stalinist  methods. 
These  situations  too  cannot  be  ignored. 
In  light  of  both  the  change  and  con- 
tinuity in  the  Soviet  Union,  realistic 
American  policy  should  be  guided  by 
these  principles. 

First,  we  should  continue  to  wel- 
come reform  and  changes  in  the  Soviet 
Union  that  promise  more  freedom  at 
home,  in  the  workplace,  in  public  institu- 
tions. But  we  should  never  measure  the 
progress  of  Mr.  Gorbachev's  reforms  by 
how  many  credits,  concessions,  or  ac- 
commodations we  might  make  ostensibly 
to  help  him  succeed  with  his  domestic 
plans.  Ultimately,  as  the  Soviets  them- 
selves acknowledge,  perestroika  depends 
not  on  help  from  outside  but  on  political, 
bureaucratic,  and  sociological  changes  in 
the  Soviet  Union. 

Second,  while  recognizing  that  Mos- 
cow's policies  are  informed  by  a  new 
sense  of  realism,  we  should  also  under- 
stand that  our  policies  have  contributed 
to  that  sense  of  realism.  Our  willingness 
to  support  the  mujahidin — not  only  eco- 
nomic dilemmas  in  the  Soviet  Union — 
helped  bring  about  the  Soviet  with- 
drawal from  Afghanistan.  Our  willing- 
ness, with  NATO,  to  deploy  the  Pershing 
and  cruise  missiles — not  only  food 
shortages — helped  bring  about  the  INF 
Treaty.  Where  we  have  not  raised  the 
cost  of  adventure  or  aggression,  we  see 
little  evidence  of  change.  Can  it  be  a  co- 
incidence that  the  only  regional  conflict 
where  we  failed  to  bring  consistent,  ef- 
fective pressure — in  Central  America — 
we  see  little  trace  of  new  thinking  in 
Soviet  foreign  policy? 

Third,  we  must  continue  to  probe 
Moscow  along  every  aspect  of  our 
agenda — arms  control,  human  rights,  re- 
gional conflicts,  and  bilateral  relations. 
We  are  interested  in  cooperating  and  ne- 
gotiating to  make  progress  wherever  it 
can  be  made.  Arms  control  should  en- 
compass conventional  and  chemical 
weapons  and  ballistic  missile  prolifera- 
tion, going  beyond  expressions  of  general 
principles  to  practical  details.  And  hu- 
man rights  means  full  compliance  with 
the  Helsinki  accords.  There  can  be  no  re- 
laxation of  our  standards  on  this  issue. 

Fourth,  we  need  additional  focus  on 
the  regional  conflicts,  whether  in  Cen- 
tral America,  South  Asia,  southern 
Africa,  the  Persian  Gulf,  or  the  Arab- 
Israeli  conflict.  Does  the  Soviet  Union 
truly  see  a  lowering  of  tension  and  nego- 
tiations to  be  in  its  own  interests?  We 
should  not  allow  the  rhetoric  of  restraint 
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to  become  a  substitute  for  restraint  it- 
self, nor  should  we  permit  interest  in 
diplomatic  processes  to  be  sufficient  in 
the  absence  of  a  commitment  to  making 
actual  progress. 

Fifth,  we  may  need  a  new  category 
in  our  relations,  to  deal  with  global  prob- 
lems such  as  terrorism,  drugs,  and  the 
environment.  We  ought  to  find  out 
whether  Moscow  can  be  helpful  on  these 
issues  and  if  not,  why  not. 

I  am  convinced  that  Western 
strength  and  Soviet  domestic  weakness 
have  set  the  stage  for  the  remarkable  re- 
alism that  has  distinguished  Mr.  Gor- 
bachev's tenure  so  far.  Our  task  is  to 
arrange  affairs  so  that  whatever  the  out- 
come of  perestroika,  a  more  responsible, 
constructive  Soviet  foreign  policy  will 
remain  in  Moscow's  interest.  We  look  for- 
ward to  such  a  policy,  not  only  in  dealing 
with  old  issues  but  with  the  newer  dan- 
gers and  flashpoints  that  concern  us. 
Much  of  the  world's  hope  for  a  more 
peaceful  international  order  rests  on  the 
outcome. 


Resolving  Regional  Conflicts 

I  want  to  turn  to  those  very  regional 
conflicts  that  have  denied  peace  and 
freedom  to  the  peoples  of  southern  Afri- 
ca, South  and  Southeast  Asia,  and  the 
Middle  East.  We  have  made  encouraging 
progress  in  the  recent  agreement,  medi- 
ated by  the  United  States,  that  provides 
for  Namibian  independence  and  a  with- 
drawal of  Cuban  and  South  African 
troops  from  Angola.  And  we  will  be 
watching  carefully  to  be  sure  that  Cuba 
does  carry  out  its  obligations.  But  more 
is  needed.  Angola  desperately  requires 
national  reconciliation.  And  until  that 
occurs,  we  shall  continue  to  support 
UNITA  [National  Union  for  the  Total 
Independence  of  Angola]  and  its  leader 
Jonas  Savimbi,  as  President-elect  Bush 
has  indicated.  Namibia  will  be  a  new  and 
fragile  state.  In  South  Africa  itself,  the 
stresses  and  strains  that  accompany  the 
inevitable  end  of  apartheid  will  provide 
a  severe  test  for  all  involved.  We  must 
think  long  and  hard  in  this  country 
about  our  role  and  about  the  effects  of 
our  actions — not  on  our  own  self-esteem 
but  on  the  people  we  want  to  help.  Final- 
ly, we  must  also  not  forget  the  very  real 
human  and  developmental  needs  of  the 
people  throughout  sub-Saharan  Africa. 
In  South  Asia,  we  look  forward  to 
final  withdrawal  of  Soviet  troops  from 
Afghanistan  and  that  country's  achieve- 
ment of  independent  neutrality  with  a 
government  fully  acceptable  to  the  Af- 
ghan people.  And  as  tensions  decrease  in 
Afghanistan,  we  also  hope  to  build  on 


the  more  constructive  relationship  being 
forged  now  by  the  leaders  of  India  and 
Pakistan.  It  is  essential  to  improve  ties 
with  both  Pakistan  and  India  if  we  are  to 
encourage  this  process. 

All  nations  in  Southeast  Asia  and 
the  international  community  as  a  whole 
should  look  forward  to  the  withdrawal 
of  Vietnamese  forces  from  Cambodia. 
There,  too,  a  difficult  national  reconcilia- 
tion must  be  undertaken.  The  United 
States  will  continue  to  work  for  a  new 
Cambodia,  free  of  both  Vietnamese  occu- 
pation and  the  Khmer  Rouge. 

Turning  to  the  Middle  East,  the 
Arab-Israeli  conflict  has  long  engaged 
America's  attention,  resources,  and  good 
will.  Our  mediation  has  borne  partial 
fruit  in  the  Eqyptian-Israeli  Peace  Trea- 
ty, part  of  the  Camp  David  accords  for  a 
comprehensive  settlement.  And  our  poli- 
cy in  the  Middle  East  has  been  truly  bi- 
partisan. Every  Administration  has 
made  its  contribution.  I  was  proud  to  be 
part  of  the  Reagan  team  that  expanded 
our  relationship  with  Israel  into  a  true 
strategic  alliance  and  that  also  met  our 
responsibilities  in  the  Persian  Gulf. 

Now,  President  Reagan  has  autho- 
rized a  dialogue  with  the  PLO  [Palestine 
Liberation  Organization]  after  Yasir 
Arafat  declared  his  organization's  recog- 
nition of  Israel's  right  to  exist  in  peace, 
supported  UN  Resolutions  242  and  338, 
and  renounced  terrorism.  Dialogues 
bring  messages.  And  we  are  bringing  a 
message  to  the  PLO  about  terrorism  and 
about  the  need  for  even  more  realism — 
realism  that  makes  practical  progress  on 
the  ground  possible.  But  the  existence  of 
the  dialogue  should  not  lead  anyone  to 
misunderstand  our  overall  policy  or 
question  our  enduring  support  for  the 
State  of  Israel. 

As  President-elect  Bush  has  de- 
scribed it,  we  have  a  solid  consensus  on 
the  objectives  and  means  of  making 
peace  between  Israel  and  its  Arab  neigh- 
bors. These  include  the  purpose  of  the 
negotiations,  which  is,  above  all,  a  just, 
enduring  peace  that  ensures  Israeli  se- 
curity and  satisfies  the  legitimate  rights 
of  the  Palestinians.  We  advocate  direct 
negotiations  based  on  UN  Resolutions 
242  and  338,  which  include  the 
exchange  of  territory  for  peace.  Real- 
istically, Jordan  must  play  a  part  in  any 
agreement.  The  Palestinians  must  par- 
ticipate in  the  determination  of  their 
own  future.  We  continue  to  believe,  how- 
ever, that  an  independent  Palestinian 
state  will  not  be  a  source  of  stability  or 
contribute  to  a  just  and  enduring  peace. 
These  are  sound  principles  and  they 
should  guide  us. 


Today,  the  rocks  are  flying  and  the 
blood  is  flowing — bad  blood — between 
the  Palestinians  and  the  Israelis  in  the 
areas  under  Israeli  military  administra- 
tion. We  are  determined  to  build  upon 
the  achievements  of  our  predecessors  in 
changing  that  situation,  which  must  be 
the  foundation  of  a  secure  peace.  And 
we  look  forward  to  working  with  all  the 
parties  in  the  area  to  achieve  it. 

A  Middle  East  policy  focused  exclu- 
sively on  the  Arab-Israeli  conflict, 
however,  would  be  too  limited.  Libya 
continues  to  be  a  destabilizing  factor 
in  North  Africa  and  elsewhere  in  the 
region.  Lebanon  remains  a  rebuke  to 
everyone's  hopes  for  a  restoration  of  sta- 
bility and  independence  for  that  tragic 
country.  A  lasting  peace  remains  to  be 
established  between  Iran  and  Iraq. 
Meanwhile,  the  issues  of  chemical  war- 
fare and  ballistic  missile  proliferation 
compel  our  attention.  We  are  going  to  be 
working  with  other  nations  to  take  the 
initiative  on  these  issues.  Surely  the 
tragic  experiences,  the  casualties,  the 
victims  of  the  Iran-Iraq  war  demand 
from  the  world  and  the  region  a  more 
civilized  order. 

We  are  also  going  to  be  working 
with  the  United  Nations  on  some  of 
these  regional  conflicts.  The  United  Na- 
tions should  be  seen  for  what  it  is,  an  ex- 
pression of  the  world's  desire  for  peace 
but  also,  too  often,  the  scene  of  those 
passions  that  prevent  peace.  Experience 
indicates  that  when  nations  need  chan- 
nels, when  nations  agree  upon  proce- 
dures, when  they  agree  on  much  of  the 
substance,  the  United  Nations  offers  a 
valuable  forum  for  making  progress.  We 
support  that,  and  we  support  the  United 
Nations.  Yet  in  the  final  analysis,  the 
United  Nations  can  be  neither  a  substi- 
tute for  American  leadership  nor  an 
excuse  for  a  failure  to  try. 

Chemical  Warfare  and 
Technological  Proliferation 

The  final  point  I  want  to  discuss  today  is 
the  proliferation  of  new  and  dangerous 
weapons,  often  in  states  with  a  history 
of  terrorism  and  aggression.  Perhaps  the 
most  frightening  is  the  combination  of 
the  ballistic  missile,  against  which  there 
is  currently  no  defense,  and  chemical 
weapons,  outlawed  as  a  crime  against 
civilization.  Yet  the  fact  remains  that 
these  weapons  have  been  used.  The  in- 
ternational reaction  to  such  use  has  not 
been  strong  enough  or  timely  enough. 
Nations  are  now  stockpiling  these  weap- 
ons. And  too  often  those  few  countries 
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with  the  technical  capacity  to  make  these 
deadly  chemicals  have  not  been  careful 
enough  to  prevent  their  proliferation. 
Weapons,  of  course,  do  not  start 
wars.  Conflicts,  hatreds,  ambitions,  and 
sometimes  accidents  do  start  wars. 
Nonetheless,  we  must  take  special  meas- 
ures to  prevent  the  accumulation  of 
weapons,  which,  by  their  very  nature, 
would  create  fear  and  hair-trigger  re- 
sponses. I  know  this  concern  to  be  very 
much  on  the  mind  of  President-elect 
Bush,  and  we  are  determined  to  build  on 
the  recently  concluded  Paris  conference 
and  to  make  progress  soon. 

Conclusion 

Clearly,  we  face  a  formidable  agenda  as 
we  attempt  to  deal  with  the  contraries  of 
our  age.  Yet  we  start  with  the  strong 
hand  of  a  strong  America.  And  we  shall 
persist  because  we  know  that  the  stakes 
are  very  high. 

In  a  few  years,  we  could  know 
whether  a  lasting  constructive  relation- 
ship with  the  Soviet  Union  is  possible. 
Whether  the  world  economy  will  prog- 
ress. Whether  our  allies  in  Europe  and 
Asia  will  look  outward.  Whether  we  can 
extend  arms  control  and  deterrence. 
Whether  we  can  deal  successfully  with 
global  problems  like  the  environment, 


terrorism,  and  drugs.  Whether  we  can 
create  the  new  frameworks  for  the  devel- 
oping countries  to  move  forward  free  of 
the  curse  of  regional  conflicts. 

For  me  and  for  my  generation,  these 
are  great  prospects,  but  they  are  even 
greater  for  the  next  generation  of  Amer- 
icans. President-elect  Bush  spoke  for  us 
all  when  he  said  to  a  group  of  students  at 
Westminister  College,  "We  have  lived 
our  lives  partly  in  the  sunlight  but  al- 
ways in  the  shadow  of  struggle —  That 
struggle  is  not  yet  over."  And  then  he 
told  these  young  Americans,  "Your  gen- 
eration has  an  opportunity  to  emerge 
from  that  shadow  and  finally  enjoy  the 
sunlight  without  fear." 

I  am  certain  that  a  realistic  Ameri- 
can leadership  can  seize  that  oppor- 
tunity and  usher  in  a  more  peaceful  and 
prosperous  era.  It  is  the  chance  to  lift 
the  shadow  of  struggle  and  to  leave  a 
better  world  for  America  that  motivates 
me.  That  is  why  I  am  here  today  to  seek 
your  support.  Together,  and  under  the 
leadership  of  our  President,  we  can 
do  it. 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the 
hearings  will  be  published  by  the  committee 
and  will  be  available  from  the 
Superintendent  of  Documents,  U.S. 
Government  Printing  Office,  Washington, 
D.C.  20402.  ■ 


The  International  Agenda  and 
the  FY  1990  Budget  Request 


Secretary  Baker's  statement  before 
the  House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee 
on  February  21, 1989. 1 

I  am  honored  to  appear  before  you  as 
Secretary  of  State  to  discuss  the  main 
lines  of  our  foreign  policy  and  our  fiscal 
year  (FY)  1990  budget  request  in  sup- 
port of  that  policy. 

In  my  confirmation  hearing,  I 
noted  that  America  is  vastly  different 
from  the  country  we  knew  even  as  re- 
cently as  the  beginning  of  this  decade. 
Then  American  values  and  institutions 
were  being  questioned.  Eight  years 
of  the  Reagan  era,  however,  have 
reaffirmed  them.  As  a  consequence, 
America  today  is  a  more  vibrant  and 
stronger  nation.  We  have  demonstrated 
once  again  that  our  form  of  government 
works  and  that  progress  is  possible  in  a 
setting  which  encourages  the  creativity 
of  the  individual  and  respects  his  or  her 
rights. 


Some  of  that  vibrancy  is  reflected 
in  international  developments  of  our 
time.  Our  most  powerful  foe,  the  Soviet 
Union,  so  aggressive  a  decade  ago,  is 
undergoing  a  soul-searching  of  historic 
proportions.  Democracy  is  continuing  to 
take  root  and  grow  around  the  world  on 
an  impressive  scale.  Regional  conflicts 
long  thought  to  be  intractable  have  be- 
gun moving  toward  resolution  with  the 
help  of  creative  American  diplomacy. 
And  the  international  economy,  driven 
by  the  longest  American  peacetime 
economic  expansion  on  record,  has 
provided  new  hope  for  progress. 

Still,  while  there  is  every  reason 
to  look  to  the  future  with  optimism,  it 
would  be  a  serious  mistake  to  assume 
that  continued  progress  is  assured.  In 
my  confirmation  hearing,  I  enumerated 
five  major  transformations  underway — 
the  democratic  revolution,  the  spread  of 
free  enterprise,  major  changes  in  the 
communist  world,  rapid  changes  in 


technology,  and  changing  strategic- 
military  relationships.  There  are  trends 
to  be  found  in  each  case  favorable  to 
our  interests.  But  there  is  and  can  be 
no  reason  for  complacency.  Every  one 
of  these  transformations  holds  within  it 
a  contrary  trend  that  could  set  us  back. 

We  could  advance  toward  an  in- 
creasingly democratic  world,  or,  if  frag- 
ile democracies  fail,  the  cause  of 
freedom  could  be  set  back.  The  interna- 
tional economy  could  continue  to  grow, 
or  the  stresses  of  competition  could 
lead  to  protectionism  and  rival  trading 
blocs — ultimately  to  the  disadvantage  of 
all.  A  properly  conceived  approach  by 
the  Atlantic  alliance  could  extend  the 
progress  we  have  made  with  the  Soviet 
Union.  Or  through  mistakes  on  either 
side  of  the  Iron  Curtain,  this  opportun- 
ity could  be  lost.  Finally,  new  military 
technologies  could  provide  greater  sta- 
bility at  lower  levels  of  forces.  Or  we 
could  encounter  a  new  and  darker  age 
if  we  cannot  halt  the  spread  of  weapons 
that  put  nations  on  a  hair-trigger,  par- 
ticularly in  politically  unstable  regions. 

How  should  we  approach  this 
rapidly  changing  world?  As  a  conserv- 
ative and  a  realist,  I  believe  our  policy 
must  always  be  guided  by  the  basic 
American  principles  to  which  I  ad- 
here— freedom,  democracy,  equal 
rights,  respect  for  human  dignity,  fair 
play.  And  I  am  convinced  that  we  can 
advance  these  values  if  we  are  resolved 
on  two  issues. 

The  first  is  the  necessity  for  Amer- 
ican leadership.  As  the  most  powerful 
democracy,  the  largest  economy,  the 
wealthiest  society  with  the  greatest 
concentration  of  scientific  talent,  we 
are  going  to  substantially  affect  the 
course  of  human  events  whether  we  do 
so  consciously  or  not.  We  can  be  a  force 
for  freedom  and  peaceful  change  unlike 
any  other  in  this  world.  But  if  we  fail 
to  do  so,  we  will  not  be  able  to  run  or 
to  hide  from  the  consequences. 

Second,  the  executive  and  the  Con- 
gress must  approach  foreign  policy  in 
the  spirit  of  bipartisanship.  This  does 
not  mean  that  we  will  not  have  our  dif- 
ferences. Airing  those  differences  in  a 
manner  that  respects  the  right  of  oth- 
ers to  disagree  is  a  strong  affirmation 
of  the  democratic  process.  But  eventu- 
ally we  must  proceed,  and  when  we  do, 
it  is  best  that  we  do  so  together  if  we 
are  to  achieve  the  national  interest. 

Recent  experience  affirms  this 
lesson.  When  we  held  the  line  together, 
on  Afghanistan,  for  example,  and 
throughout  the  INF  [intermediate- 
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range  nuclear  forces]  negotiations,  we 
succeeded.  When  we  did  not,  as  in  Cen- 
tral America,  the  outcome  was  un- 
satisfactory to  everyone. 

In  the  course  of  my  confirmation 
testimony,  I  said  that  trust,  consulta- 
tion, and  consistency  were  essential  to 
bipartisanship.  Surely  the  crucial  out- 
come of  that  process  is  a  decision  to  go 
forward,  not  only  with  united  purpose 
but  also  with  sufficient  resources.  To 
put  it  plainly,  we  must  put  our  money 
where  our  mouths  are. 

That  is  the  context  in  which  we 
should  discuss  the  international  affairs 
funding  request.  Over  the  past  several 
years,  we  have  all  come  to  recognize 
two  facts:  first,  discretionary  budget 
authority  for  international  affairs,  has 
actually  declined  from  a  high  of  $26.3 
billion  in  1985  to  about  $18.3  billion  in 
1989.  As  a  percentage  of  GNP  [gross 
national  product],  economic  assistance 
outlays  during  1989  will  be  at  an  all- 
time  low,  less  than  three-tenths  of  1%. 
Second,  the  existing  efforts  are  ham- 
pered increasingly  by  reporting  re- 
quirements, earmarks,  and  restrictions. 
So  at  the  very  time  when  we  all  agree 
on  the  importance  of  American  lead- 
ership, when  we  all  agree  that  we  face 
a  rapidly  changing  world,  we  have  to 
reverse  the  trend  toward  less  flexibility 
in  management  of  foreign  assistance. 

With  this  in  mind,  I  welcome  the 
report  of  the  committee's  Task  Force  on 
Foreign  Assistance.  I  am  sure  the  com- 
mittee will  understand  that  we  have  not 
yet  fully  reviewed  all  of  the  report's 
recommendations,  but  on  the  whole  it's 
a  very  good  piece  of  work.  We  do  need 
a  change  in  the  system,  to  make  it 
more  flexible,  more  accountable,  and, 
above  all,  more  effective.  We  look  for- 
ward to  working  with  the  Congress  in 
shaping  legislation  that  best  serves 
our  vital  national  interests. 

Armed  then  with  the  conviction  of 
American  leadership  and  the  practice 
of  bipartisanship,  let  us  together — the 
executive  and  the  Congress — tackle 
the  formidable  agenda  before  us. 

The  International  Agenda: 
The  Americas 

First  on  that  agenda  is  our  neigh- 
borhood— the  countries  of  our  hemi- 
sphere. We  share  with  Canada  a  border 
extending  over  5,000  miles.  And  while 
we  have  our  differences  from  time  to 
time,  as  all  nations  do,  that  border  has 
long  facilitated  peaceful  contact  be- 
tween peoples  sharing  similar  values 
and  outlook,  as  well  as  commerce  on 
an  enormous  and  growing  scale. 


Recently,  working  with  Canada,  we 
achieved  a  Free  Trade  Agreement.  In 
my  view,  the  agreement  is  in  our  mu- 
tual interest.  Moreover,  by  showing 
how  free  trade  policies  can  catalyze  bi- 
partisan coalitions  and  turn  back  the 
forces  of  protectionism,  it  also  repre- 
sents a  signal  success  in  a  strategy  de- 
signed to  move  all  nations  toward  a 
more  open  trading  system.  And  we  look 
forward  to  working  with  Canada  on 
other  important  issues,  including  inter- 
national environmental  problems,  as  we 
extend  the  range  of  our  cooperation. 

To  the  south,  we  have  equally  sig- 
nificant issues  to  consider.  Our  neigh- 
bor Mexico  is  deeply  in  debt  and  faces 
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serious  challenges  to  its  social  fabric. 
But  Mexico  also  has  many  assets — the 
capabilities  of  its  people  and  its  signifi- 
cant natural  resources.  The  Mexican 
Government,  led  by  President  Salinas, 
is  taking  the  difficult  road  of  economic 
and  political  reforms.  We  are  deter- 
mined to  help. 

I'd  like  to  reiterate  the  suggestion 
I  made  in  my  confirmation  hearing.  In 
1992,  we  will  celebrate  the  500th  an- 
niversary of  Columbus'  voyage  of  dis- 
covery. Let's  mark  that  event  now  by 
embarking  on  a  voyage  of  rediscovery  of 
the  Caribbean  and  of  South  America. 
Our  neighbors  are  engaged  in  a  quest 
for  greater  freedom  and  economic  pro- 
gress. We  share  many  of  their  inter- 
ests. And  together  we  also  face  the 
scourge  of  drugs.  Now  is  the  time  to 
take  a  fresh  look  at  these  problems. 

In  Central  America,  we  have  had 
nearly  10  years  of  frustrating  and  some- 
times contradictory  American  policies. 


Still,  there  have  been  some  successes. 
Most  Central  American  nations  are 
more  democratic  and  respectful  of  hu- 
man rights  than  they  were.  Still,  the 
overwhelming  blemish  remains:  the 
terrible  draining  conflict  between  Nic- 
aragua and  its  neighbors  and  between 
the  Nicaraguan  Marxists  and  their  own 
people,  some  of  whom  have  taken  up 
arms  and  merited  American  support. 

In  1987,  the  governments  of  Cen- 
tral America  signed  the  agreement 
known  as  Esquipulas  II.  Later  the 
Sandinistas  and  the  democratic  resist- 
ance concluded  the  Sapoa  agreement. 
The  principles  embodied  in  Esquipulas 
and  Sapoa  are  good.  They  are  right. 
Together  Esquipulas  and  Sapoa  con- 
stitute a  good  platform  for  peace. 
What's  lacking  is  a  mechanism  for  en- 
forcement to  translate  these  principles 
into  reality. 

We  need  to  establish  timelines  for 
performance.  We  must  be  able  to  deter- 
mine compliance.  And  we  have  to  de- 
velop incentives  and  disincentives  to 
improve  the  prospects  for  such  compli- 
ance in  the  first  place. 

A  unified  bipartisan  approach  in 
this  country  is  essential  to  achieve  our 
objectives.  Such  an  approach  will  cer- 
tainly increase  our  leverage.  Working 
with  the  Central  America  democracies, 
key  friends  in  South  America,  and  our 
allies  in  the  European  Community,  I'm 
confident  we  can  build  the  pressure  on 
the  Sandinistas  to  live  up,  finally,  to  the 
promises  they've  made.  We  will  not 
abandon  the  democratic  resistance  as 
we  give  diplomacy  a  chance. 

Transformation  of  Our 
Allies  and  Friends 

Let  me  move  now  from  our  neigh- 
borhood to  the  broader  world  of  our 
friends  and  allies.  The  United  States 
links  together  two  highly  dynamic,  ad- 
vanced regions — Western  Europe  and 
the  Pacific.  We  are  at  once  an  Atlantic 
and  a  Pacific  power,  and  there  should 
not  be  any  thought  to  expand  one  rela- 
tionship at  the  expense  of  the  other. 

Our  friends  and  allies  in  both  re- 
gions are  experiencing  great  changes. 
Western  Europe  today  is  a  far  cry  from 
the  exhausted  continent  which  emerged 
from  World  War  II,  On  the  basis  of  our 
just-completed  trip,  I  believe  that  we 
are  beginning  to  develop  a  new  appre- 
ciation on  our  side  and  theirs  of  how 
we  can  adapt  to  these  changes  and  to 
a  different  world. 

I  found  a  great  consensus,  at  least 
in  general  terms,  on  how  we  should 
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deal  with  a  changing  Soviet  Union.  I 
found  a  recognition  that  we  will  need  a 
common  approach  to  the  new  military 
facts 

created  by  the  INF  Treaty — the  need 
to  refine  a  comprehensive  concept  on 
security,  modernization,  and  arms  con- 
trol. That  concept  must  also  develop  a 
better  basis  for  sharing  responsibilities. 

We  also  talked  on  my  trip  about 
how  we,  the  United  States  and  its  West 
European  friends,  can  work  better  to 
respond  to  the  enormous  economic 
changes  which  are  taking  place  in  the 
Atlantic  region.  In  only  3  years,  the 
[European]  Common  Market  will 
achieve  the  objective  of  the  1957  treaty 
of  Rome  which  established  it — a  single 
market.  I  emphasized  that  the  new 
Europe — this  rising  economic  super- 
power— must  be  outward  and  not  in- 
ward looking.  I  noted  also  that  as  an 
ally  and  a  major  trading  partner,  the 
United  States  will  take  a  keen  interest 
in  this  transformation. 

Turning  to  the  Pacific  rim,  we  find 
a  striking  success  already  in  the  mak- 
ing. No  other  area  has  created  such  ad- 
vanced economies  in  such  a  short  time. 

Our  relations  with  the  Pacific — as 
with  Europe  and  our  own  continent — 
must  emphasize  outward-looking  eco- 
nomic policies  that  promote  trade  and 
growth.  I  do  not  underestimate  the 
challenge  in  Asia,  or  in  other  regions, 
of  achieving  free  and  fair  trade.  After 
nearly  a  decade  when  the  American 
economy  has  driven  international 
growth,  we  all  face  a  changing  world. 
The  rule  that  success  brings  responsi- 
bility will  find  a  fuller  expression  as  the 
Pacific  nations  assume  more  important 
economic  and  political  roles. 

We  have  vital  political  and  strategic 
interests  in  the  Pacific  as  well.  These 
interests  are  well-served  by  military 
capabilities  based  in  Japan,  the  Philip- 
pines, and  Korea — and  by  our  close  co- 
operation with  these  nations.  We  must 
enhance  that  cooperation  while  shoul- 
dering common  defense  and  develop- 
ment responsibilities. 

Our  relationship  with  the  People's 
Republic  of  China,  important  in  its  own 
right,  also  contributes  strongly  to  the 
overall  stability  of  the  international  po- 
litical order.  President  Bush's  exten- 
sive, personal  experience  in  China  will 
facilitate  the  expansion  of  our  impor- 
tant and  multifaceted  ties.  I  know  he 
and  I  are  looking  forward  to  our  visit 
to  Beijing  next  week. 


Transnational  Issues 

The  future  of  our  civilization  also  de- 
mands that  we  act  in  concert  to  deal 
with  new  transnational  issues.  Tech- 
nological advances  have  brought  enor- 
mous benefits.  But  at  the  same  time, 
modern  technology  has  created  new 
complications.  The  old  scourge  of 
terrorism,  for  example,  has  taken 
on  a  new  significance  because  of  in- 
stantaneous communications  and  the 
development  of  powerful  plastic  explo- 
sives. Missile  technology  has  magnified 
the  destructive  power  and  geographical 
reach  of  small  groups  determined  to 
achieve  their  purposes  by  whatever 
means  necessary.  The  drug  traffickers 
have  benefited  from  transportation  and 
communications  lines  that  often  rival 
those  of  government. 

It  is  increasingly  evident  that  we 
face  serious  challenges  to  the  health  of 
our  environment,  and  President  Bush 
has  called  for  an  international  confer- 
ence on  global  environmental  issues.  I 
believe  the  United  States  must  lead 
this  effort.  We  should  foster  a  change 
of  attitude,  a  recognition  that  economic 
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development  and  a  secure  environment 
are  both  necessary.  They  go  together. 
As  Treasury  Secretary,  I  pressed  the 
multilateral  development  banks  to  fos- 
ter conservationally  sound,  sustained 
development  and  to  initiate  special  pro- 
grams to  promote  conservation  in  devel- 
oping countries.  As  Secretary  of  State, 
I  hope  to  build  on  this  record. 

No  one  has  yet  perfected  the  ap- 
proaches to  joint  action  we  need  to  deal 
with  this  special  range  of  global  prob- 
lems. But  the  stakes  are  too  high  for  us 
to  ignore  them.  We  will  begin  with  our 
allies,  include  our  friends,  and  chal- 
lenge our  adversaries  to  make  common 
cause  in  treating  these  issues.  For  im- 
plementing policies  and  programs,  we 
will  continue  to  rely  heavily,  although 


by  no  means  exclusively,  on  the  United 
Nations  and  its  specialized  agencies, 
which  are  contributing  importantly  to 
resolving  many  of  the  world's  shared 
problems. 

East-West  Relations 

Thanks  to  our  policy  of  pursuing  peace 
through  strength,  our  dealings  with  the 
Soviet  Union  are  less  tense.  We  have 
made  progress  in  arms  control — espe- 
cially the  INF  Treaty — human  rights, 
bilateral  ties,  including  a  dramatic  ex- 
pansion in  academic  and  cultural  ex- 
changes, and  regional  conflicts.  We  are 
pleased  that  Soviet  troops  have  left 
Afghanistan  on  schedule.  And  we  have 
reason  to  be  optimistic  that,  in  the  not 
too  distant  future,  Cuban  troops  will  be 
withdrawn  from  Angola  in  conjunction 
with  South  Africa's  departure  from 
Namibia.  We  also  look  forward  to  the 
day  when  Vietnamese  troops  leave 
Cambodia. 

There  are  good  reasons  for  both 
optimism  and  pessimism  about  the  So- 
viet Union.  No  one  can  doubt  that  fer- 
ment is  underway  and  that  there  have 
been  important  changes  in  the  past  few 
years.  The  SS-20s  are  being  destroyed. 
Soviet  troops  have  left  Afghanistan. 
Some  political  prisoners  have  been  re- 
leased. And  a  new,  more  constructive 
Soviet  approach  to  regional  conflicts  in 
Southern  Africa  and  Southeast  Asia 
holds  out  the  promise  that  regional 
problems  in  those  troubled  areas  may 
be  on  their  way  to  resolution. 

These  are  reasons  to  be  hopeful. 
But  realism  requires  us  to  be  prudent. 
The  jury  is  still  out  on  whether  the 
process  of  reform  will  succeed.  The 
Soviet  Union  remains  a  heavily  armed 
superpower.  While  its  rhetoric  is 
different,  the  force  structure  and  pol- 
icies that  support  far-reaching  interests 
and  clients  have  not  yet  changed  com- 
mensurately.  Perhaps  they  will,  but 
that  hasn't  happened,  not  yet. 

In  light  of  both  the  change  and 
continuity  in  the  Soviet  Union,  realistic 
policy  for  America  and  its  allies  should 
be  guided  by  these  principles. 

First,  we  should  continue  to  wel- 
come and  encourage  reform  in  the 
Soviet  Union  that  promises  more  free- 
dom. But  we  should  never  measure  the 
progress  of  Mr.  Gorbachev's  [Soviet 
President  Mikhail  Gorbachev]  reforms 
by  how  many  credits,  concessions,  or 
accommodations  we  might  make  osten- 
sibly to  help  him  succeed  with  his  do- 
mestic plans.  Perestroika  depends  not 
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on  help  from  outside  but  on  changes  in 
the  Soviet  Union  itself.  That's  a  lesson 
Gorbachev  learned  from  Brezhnev's 
failures.  We  should  learn  it  as  well. 

Second,  while  recognizing  that 
Moscow's  policies  are  informed  by  a 
new  sense  of  realism,  we  should  also 
understand  that  our  policies  have  con- 
tributed to  that  sense  of  realism.  Our 
support  for  the  mujahidin  helped  bring 
about  the  Soviet  withdrawal  from 
Afghanistan.  NATO's  willingness  to  de- 
ploy the  Pershing  and  cruise  missiles 
helped  bring  about  the  INF  Treaty. 

Third,  we  must  continue  to  probe, 
even  challenge,  Moscow  along  every  as- 
pect of  our  agenda — arms  control,  hu- 
man rights,  regional  conflicts,  bilateral 
relations,  and  transnational  or  global  is- 
sues. We  are  interested  in  cooperating 
and  negotiating  to  make  progress  wher- 
ever it  can  be  made.  We  are  also  inter- 
ested in  seeing  the  "new  thinking" 
applied  in  practice,  not  just  in  slogans. 

Fourth,  we  need  additional  focus 
on  regional  problems,  whether  in  Cen- 
tral America,  South  Asia,  the  Horn  of 
Africa,  South  Africa,  the  Persian  Gulf, 
or  the  Arab-Israeli  conflict.  Soviet  re- 
sponsiveness in  these  areas  may  be  one 
of  the  best  indications  of  real  change  in 
Soviet  behavior. 

I  am  convinced  that  Western 
strength  and  Soviet  domestic  weakness 
have  set  the  stage  for  the  remarkable 
realism  that  has  distinguished  Mr.  Gor- 
bachev's tenure  so  far.  As  I  discussed 
with  our  allies,  we  need  to  challenge 
the  Soviets  with  new,  well-considered 
initiatives  in  all  aspects  of  our  expand- 
ing agenda.  Our  task  is  to  arrange  af- 
fairs so  that  whatever  the  outcome  of 
perestroika,  a  more  responsible,  con- 
structive Soviet  foreign  policy  will  re- 
main in  Moscow's  interest.  Much  of  the 
world's  hope  for  a  more  peaceful  inter- 
national order  rests  on  the  outcome. 

Resolving  Regional  Conflicts 

I  want  to  turn  now  to  those  regional 
conflicts  that  have  denied  peace  and 
freedom  to  the  peoples  of  Africa,  South 
and  Southeast  Asia,  and  the  Middle 
East.  We  have  made  encouraging  prog- 
ress in  the  recent  agreement,  medi- 
ated by  the  United  States,  that  pro- 
vides for  Namibian  independence  and  a 
withdrawal  of  Cuban  and  South  African 
troops  from  Angola.  And  we  will  be 
watching  carefully  to  be  sure  that  Cuba 
and  South  Africa  carry  out  their  obliga- 
tions. But  more  is  needed.  Angola 
desperately  requires  national  reconcilia- 
tion. Until  that  occurs  we  shall  con- 


tinue to  support  UNITA  [National 
Union  for  the  Total  Independence  of 
Angola]  and  its  leader  Jonas  Savimbi. 

To  this  end,  we  should  be  prepared 
to  pay  our  fair  share  of  UN  peacekeep- 
ing efforts,  not  only  in  Angola  and 
Namibia  but  throughout  the  world.  The 
Bush  Administration,  following  the  ini- 
tiative of  our  predecessor,  will  propose 


We  should  foster  a  change 
of  attitude,  a  recognition 
that  economic  develop- 
ment and  a  secure 
environment  are  both 
necessary. 


a  one-time  transfer  of  Department  of 
Defense  and  foreign  aid  funds  to  meet 
our  peacekeeping  requirements 
in  the  current  year. 

We  must  also  think  long  and  hard 
about  how  we  can  help  best  to  end 
apartheid  in  South  Africa.  And  we 
must  never  forget  the  very  real  human 
and  developmental  needs  of  people 
throughout  sub-Saharan  Africa. 

In  South  Asia,  we  welcome  the 
withdrawal  of  Soviet  troops  from 
Afghanistan  and  look  forward  to  that 
country's  achievement  of  an  indepen- 
dent and  nonaligned  government  fully 
acceptable  to  the  Afghan  people. 

The  international  community  looks 
forward  to  the  withdrawal  of  Viet- 
namese forces  from  Cambodia.  There, 
too,  a  difficult  national  reconciliation 
must  be  undertaken.  The  United  States 
will  continue  to  work  for  an  indepen- 
dent Cambodia,  free  of  both  Viet- 
namese occupation  and  the  Khmer 
Rouge. 

In  the  Middle  East,  the  Arab- 
Israeli  conflict  has  long  engaged  Amer- 
ica's attention,  resources,  and  good 
will.  Our  mediation  bore  partial  fruit  in 
the  Egyptian-Israeli  Peace  Treaty.  But 
the  task  of  fashioning  a  comprehensive 
settlement  remains.  Israel  and  its  Arab 
neighbors  must  be  at  the  center  of  the 
negotiating  process.  As  always,  we 
stand  ready  to  help. 

The  purpose  of  negotiations  is  a 
just,  enduring  peace  that  ensures  Isra- 
eli security  and  satisfies  the  legitimate 
rights  of  the  Palestinians.  Toward  that 


end,  we  advocate  direct  negotiations 
based  on  UN  Resolutions  242  and  338. 
Realistically,  Jordan  must  play  a  part  in 
any  agreement.  And  the  Palestinians 
must  participate  in  determining  their 
own  future.  We  continue  to  believe, 
however,  that  an  independent  Palesti- 
nian state  will  not  be  a  source  of  sta- 
bility or  contribute  to  a  just  and 
enduring  peace. 

A  Middle  East  policy  focused  ex- 
clusively on  the  Arab-Israeli  conflict, 
however,  would  be  too  limited.  Libya 
continues  to  be  a  destabilizing  factor  in 
North  Africa  and  elsewhere  in  the  re- 
gion. The  situation  in  Lebanon  remains 
a  rebuke  to  everyone's  hopes  for  a  res- 
toration of  stability  and  independence 
for  that  tragic  country.  And  a  lasting 
peace  remains  to  be  established  be- 
tween Iran  and  Iraq. 

We  will  continue  working  with 
other  nations  on  these  issues.  We  will 
also  work  with  the  United  Nations  on 
some  of  these  regional  conflicts.  The 
United  Nations  should  be  seen  for  what 
it  is,  an  expression  of  the  world's  desire 
for  peace  and  also,  too  often,  the  scene 
of  those  passions  that  prevent  peace. 
Experience  indicates  that  when  nations 
agree  on  procedures  and  substance,  the 
United  Nations  offers  a  valuable  forum 
for  making  progress. 

Chemical  Warfare  and 
Other  Weapons  Proliferation 

Proliferation  of  new  and  dangerous 
weapons,  often  to  states  with  a  history 
of  terrorism  and  aggression,  is  of  grow- 
ing concern  to  the  international  commu- 
nity. And  for  good  reason.  Perhaps 
most  frightening  is  the  combination  of 
the  ballistic  missile  and  chemical  weap- 
ons. Although  outlawed  as  a  crime 
against  civilization,  chemical  weapons 
have  been  used. 

Weapons,  of  course,  do  not  start 
wars.  Nonetheless,  we  must  take  spe- 
cial measures  to  prevent  the  accumula- 
tion of  weapons,  which,  by  their  very 
nature,  create  fear  and  threaten  hair- 
trigger  responses.  We  are  determined 
to  build  on  the  recently  concluded  Paris 
conference  and  to  make  progress  soon. 

Overview  of  Our 
Funding  Request 

Clearly,  we  face  a  formidable  agenda  as 
we  attempt  to  deal  with  the  contraries 
of  our  age.  Yet  we  start  with  a  strong 
America.  And  we  can  be  stronger  still 
if  we  work  together  to  overcome  the 
challenges  before  us. 
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That  requires  our  collective  wisdom 
and  skill,  but  it  also  requires  resources 
and  the  flexibility  to  use  them  where 
they  are  most  needed.  I'd  like  to  give 
you  the  highlights  of  our  funding  re- 
quest for  FY  1990.  I  would  only  caution 
that  pending  the  completion  of  the 
National  Security  Council  review  of 
foreign  policy  and  national  security 
challenges,  individual  account  adjust- 
ments may  be  recommended;  however, 
in  aggregate,  the  budget  levels  will 
remain  the  same. 

For  budget  function  150 — interna- 
tional affairs — we  are  asking  $19.3  bil- 
lion in  discretionary  spending  authority, 
with  the  levels  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank  to  be  determined  as  negotiations 
with  the  Congress  on  the  freeze  cate- 
gory proceed.  This  $19.3  billion  is  an 
increase  of  $1.7  billion,  or  10%,  over 
what  Congress  appropriated  in  FY 
1989,  but  in  real  terms,  it's  less  than 
what  we  received  in  FY  1985,  1986,  and 
1987.  International  affairs  spending 
takes  less  than  2%  of  the  total  Federal 
budget.  So  in  submitting  these  figures, 
if  I  may  understate  the  case,  we  do  not 
feel  we  are  imposing  an  unreasonable 
burden  on  the  resources  of  the  Ameri- 
can people.  Quite  the  contrary.  We  are 
asking  for  an  investment  to  secure  our 
vital  national  interests  and  a  peaceful 
future. 

Our  request  has  two  major  compo- 
nents. First,  our  aid  program  which  in- 
cludes both  bilateral  and  multilateral 
foreign  assistance.  The  $14.6  billion  in 
discretionary  funds  we  are  seeking  un- 
der this  heading  help  our  friends  and 
allies.  But,  first  and  foremost,  they 
serve  America's  own  interests  abroad. 
Of  that  amount: 

•  $5.3  billion,  or  36%,  will  be  pro- 
vided to  Israel  and  Egypt,  to  sustain 
our  commitment  to  their  security; 

•  $1.8  billion,  or  12%,  will  be  pro- 
vided to  four  countries  in  which  the 
United  States  enjoys  base  rights — Por- 
tugal, Greece,  Turkey,  and  the  Philip- 
pines— in  fulfillment  of  "best  efforts" 
and  pledges  we  made  when  our  base 
rights  agreements  were  negotiated; 

•  $1.1  billion,  or  1'7< ,  will  fund  pro- 
grams to  key  regional  friends  in  the 
Middle  East,  Africa,  and  East  Asia — 
Pakistan,  Thailand,  Kenya,  Somalia, 
Tunisia,  Jordan,  Oman,  and  Morocco — 
some  of  which  now  provide,  or  are 
pledged  to  provide  when  needed,  access 
to  strategic  base  facilities  to  U.S. 
forces; 


•  Just  over  $900  million,  or  6%, 
will  support  our  efforts  to  foster  peace, 
democracy,  and  development  in  Central 
America; 

•  Just  over  $150  million  will  be  pro- 
vided in  economic  and  military  aid  to 
the  four  Andean  democracies — Colom- 
bia, Ecuador,  Peru,  and  Bolivia — whose 
social  fabric  and  democratic  institutions 
are  threatened  by  the  growing  power  of 
narcotics  traffickers; 

•  An  additional  $800  million  would 
provide  humanitarian  and  develop- 
mental aid  to  countries  in  sub-Saharan 
Africa,  not  mentioned  earlier,  and  fund 
small-scale  but  critical  military  aid  pro- 
grams in  the  region;  and 

•  $900  million,  representing  6%  of 
the  total  foreign  assistance  request, 
would  support  other  bilateral  programs 
in  the  Caribbean,  South  and  East  Asia, 
and  around  the  globe. 

Our  foreign  assistance  funding  re- 
quest also  includes  $1.6  billion  for  the 
multilateral  development  banks,  cover- 
ing U.S.  contributions  to  the  World 
Bank,  its  affiliates,  and  the  regional  de- 
velopment banks.  This  amount  would 
honor  current  U.S.  commitments  to 
these  institutions  of  about  $1.3  billion 
and  clear  $314  million  in  arrears. 

The  remainder  of  our  request, 
some  $2  billion,  or  14%  of  the  total, 
provides  funding  for  the  Peace  Corps, 
for  voluntary  contributions  to  such  in- 
ternational organizations  as  the  UN 
Development  Program  and  UNICEF 
[UN  Children's  Fund]  and  for  such 
items  as  AID  [Agency  for  International 
Development]  operating  expenses,  refu- 
gee assistance  programs,  and  interna- 
tional narcotics  control. 

We  expect  to  transmit  to  the  Con- 
gress shortly  the  Administration's  pro- 
posed foreign  assistance  authorization 
bill  as  well  as  the  State  Department 
authorization  bill  for  FY  1990.  In  addi- 
tion to  authorizing  funding  levels,  the 
foreign  assistance  bill  will  propose 
some  substantive  changes  in  the  legisla- 
tion governing  our  assistance  programs, 
including  some  initiatives  to  allow 
scarce  security  assistance  dollars  to 
be  stretched  further  than  allowed  by 
current  law. 

I  would  also  note  that,  as  in  pre- 
vious years,  we  are  seeking  in  our  bud- 
get request  to  maintain  the  relative 
proportion  of  economic  assistance  (65%) 
to  military  aid  (35%). 

Let  me  add  a  few  more  details  on 
both  economic  and  military  assistance. 

I'd  like  to  point  out  that  in  Central 
America  and  the  Caribbean,  democratic 


institutions  are  taking  root  in  countries 
where  just  a  few  years  ago  many  de- 
spaired of  that  ever  happening.  These 
new  democracies  desperately  need  our 
help.  President  Reagan's  Caribbean 
Basin  Initiative  and  the  National  Bipar- 
tisan Commission  on  Central  America 
provide  comprehensive  strategies  for 
advancing  the  important  process  of 
democratic  institution-building.  These 
strategies  have  earned  strong  bipar- 
tisan support.  The  Bush  Administration 
believes  it  essential  to  continue  this 
effort.  For  FY  1990,  we  are  requesting 
$735  million  in  economic  assistance  for 
Central  America  and  $206  million  for 
the  Caribbean.  We  are  also  seeking 
$157  million  for  the  Andean  countries. 

Now  on  the  security  side,  I  would 
like  to  note  these  changes. 

For  FY  1990,  our  total  request  for 
discretionary  security  assistance  fund- 
ing (MAP  [military  assistance  pro- 
gram], FMS  [foreign  military  sales], 
ESF  [economic  support  funds],  IMET 
[international  military  education  and 
training],  antiterrorism  assistance,  and 
peacekeeping  operations)  is  $8.5  billion. 
That  compares  with  $8.1  billion  appro- 
priated by  the  Congress  for  FY  1988 
and  again  for  FY  1989. 

Despite  this  increase,  the  security 
assistance  total  is  less  than  the  level 
appropriated  in  FY  1987.  The  cuts  from 
the  levels  provided  in  FY  1985  and  1986 
are  even  deeper. 

For  the  first  time,  we  are  not 
seeking  an  allocation  of  MAP  funds  for 
specific  country  programs.  Instead,  we 
are  combining  the  MAP  and  FMS  pro- 
grams and  requesting  that  the  total — 
approximately  $5  billion — be  provided 
in  the  form  of  forgiven  FMS  credits, 
that  is  to  say,  grants.  Use  of  FMS  in 
lieu  of  MAP  will  enable  countries  capa- 
ble of  doing  so  to  apply  defense  as- 
sistance to  commercial  purchases.  The 
all-grant  program  initiative  is  part  of 
our  effort  to  strengthen  new,  fragile  de- 
mocracies and  ease  the  financial  burden 
of  countries  whose  economic  health  is 
vital  to  our  own. 

The  second  part  of  our  overall  re- 
quest finances  the  operations  of  the 
Department  of  State,  USIA  [United 
States  Information  Agency],  the  Board 
of  International  Broadcasting,  and 
other  smaller  foreign  affairs  agencies. 
We  are  seeking  $4.6  billion  for  these 
purposes. 

These  funds  will  enable  us  to  con- 
duct diplomatic  and  consular  operations 
in  our  increasingly  complex  world.  In 
the  administration  of  foreign  affairs  ac- 
count, we  provide  for  salaries  and  ex- 
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penses,  a  vital  component  in  an  agency 
which  depends  so  much  on  its  people  at 
home  and  around  the  world.  We  also 
use  these  funds  to  provide  for  the  se- 
curity of  our  people,  facilities,  and  op- 
erations. They  also  allow  us  to  acquire 
and  maintain  our  buildings  abroad. 

Out  of  this  sum,  we  will  also  pay 
our  assessed  contributions  to  the 
United  Nations  and  other  international 
organizations  ($715  million),  peacekeep- 
ing activities  ($111  million),  and  U.S. 
participation  in  multilateral  interna- 
tional conferences  ($6  million).  We  must 
pay  what  we  owe  to  these  institutions 
if  we  are  to  play  our  full  role.  Congres- 
sional approval  of  the  full  amount 
requested  would  enable  us  to  pay 
$46  million  of  prior  year  arrearages. 
These  funds  would  be  directed  toward 
special  activities  that  are  mutually 
agreed  upon  by  the  United  States  and 
the  respective  international  organiza- 
tions. Payment  would  be  conditioned 
upon  such  arrangements. 

Conclusion: 

The  Need  for  Change 

Let  me  conclude  by  returning  to  one 
of  my  earlier  themes  on  the  need  for 
change,  a  need  also  emphasized  by  the 
Task  Force  on  Foreign  Assistance.  It  is 
clear  to  me  that  we  will  need  new  legis- 
lation so  that  the  executive  branch  will 
have  the  latitude  to  manage  effectively 
the  limited  resources  at  our  disposal.  I 
agree  with  the  task  force's  conclusion, 
and  I  quote,  "The  current  500  pages  of 
foreign  assistance  legislation,  developed 
over  the  past  28  years,  are  strewn  with 
obsolete,  ambiguous  and  contradictory 
policies,  restrictions  and  conditions." 

One  example  will  suffice  of  how  the 
current  systems  deprives  us  of  the 
flexibility  to  respond  intelligently  to 
events.  In  FY  1989,  for  example,  Con- 
gress cut  our  combined  MAP,  ESF,  and 
FMS  request  by  $210  million,  or  4%. 
But  because  most  of  the  funds  in  these 
accounts  were  earmarked  for  specific 
country  programs  at  or  above  the  levels 
we  requested,  we  had  to  cut  security 
assistance  programs  in  such  coun- 
tries as  Jordan,  Indonesia,  Thailand, 
Botswana,  Zaire,  Belize,  and  the  Do- 
minican Republic  by  between  44%  and 
96%.  Additionally,  legislation  forced 
us  to  cut  assistance  to  Turkey,  an  im- 
portant NATO  ally,  by  a  whopping 
$60  million. 

If  we  are  given  the  needed  flexibil- 
ity, then  the  levels  in  our  FY  1990  bud- 
get request  will  enable  us  to  fund,  on  a 


modest  scale,  these  and  other  programs 
we  have  had  to  curtail  sharply  in  recent 
years.  In  my  view,  this  is  essential.  No 
foreign  policy,  however  intelligent,  can 
be  meaningful  without  the  resources  to 
do  the  job.  That  is  what  we  are  asking 
for  here  today. 


'Press  release  31.  The  complete 
transcript  of  the  hearings  will  be  published 
by  the  committee  and  will  be  available  from 
the  Superintendent  of  Documents,  U.S. 
Government  Printing  Office,  Washington, 
D.C.  20402.  ■ 


Secretary's  Interview 
on  "Meet  the  Press" 


Secretary  Baker  was  interviewed 
on  NBC-TV's  "Meet  the  Press"  on 
February  19,  1989,  by  Garrick  Utley, 
NBC  News;  Karen  Elliot  House,  The 
Wall  Street  Journal;  and  John  Dancy, 
NBC's  chief  diplomatic  corre- 
spondent.1 

Q.  While  you  were  in  Europe,  a  big 
event  occurred  in  Central  America. 
The  five  Central  American 
Presidents  met,  they  reached  an 
agreement  which  will  lead  to  sup- 
posedly free  elections  in  Nicaragua, 
the  disarming  and  disbanding  and 
disbursing  of  the  contras  based  in 
Honduras,  which  were  the  key  to  the 
Reagan  Nicaraguan  policy.  Our  re- 
sponse has  been  rather  silent.  Are  we 
for  it  or  against  it — that  agreement? 

A.  I  think  we're  for  parts  of  it.  But 
with  respect  to  that  part  that  talks 
about  disbanding  the  contras,  we  really 
need  to  see  what  the  fine  print  is.  The 
agreement  doesn't  even  contain  the  fine 
print  yet.  What  it  was  was  a  commit- 
ment to  develop  a  plan  with  respect  to 
the  contras. 

There  are  some  elements  of  the 
agreement  that  look  promising — the  idea 
of  democratization  in  Nicaragua,  the 
idea  of  noninterference  by  Nicaragua  in 
the  affairs  of  its  neighbors.  But,  of 
course,  these  are  promises  that  Nicara- 
gua has  made  before,  so  the  key  here 
will  be  in  the  implementation. 

We  think  that  there  needs  to  be,  as 
we've  said  before  with  respect  to  the 
Esquipulas  II  and  the  Sapoa  accords, 
some  sort  of  an  enforcement  mechanism 
to  make  sure  that  the  Sandinistas  keep 
the  promises  they've  already  made. 


Q.  But  are  you  saying  that  the 
United  States  is  not  prepared  to  allow 
the  disbanding  of  the  contras  as  of 
now?  And  does  that  mean  that  you 
would  want  to  seek  some  kind  of  fund- 
ing from  Congress — the  so-called  hu- 
manitarian aid — to  keep  them  going? 

A.  I  think  we  have,  at  the  very 
least,  a  moral  obligation  to  seek  human- 
itarian aid  for  the  contras  when  it 
expires  on  March  31,  and  I  believe  Presi- 
dent Bush  has  already  indicated  that  he 
would  be  doing  so. 

Q.  That  continues  despite  this 
agreement? 

A.  Yes — and  should. 

Q.  Some  people  have  said  that 
you  were  surprised  by  what  happened 
in  Central  America.  It  happened 
while  you  were  in  Europe.  Melvin 
Laird,  former  Defense  Secretary,  said 
you  shouldn't  have  gone  to  Europe; 
you  should  have  been  here  "minding 
the  store,"  concentrating  on  Central 
America,  that  you  haven't  even  yel 
formally  named  an  assistant  secre- 
tary for  Latin  American  affairs.  How 
do  you  respond  to  that? 

A.  We  have  picked  an  assistant  sec- 
retary for  Latin  American  affairs. 

I'd  respond  to  that  by  telling  you 
that  I've  been  getting  free  advice  from 
Mel  since  the  Ford-Carter  campaign 
back  in  1976.  I  got  a  fair  amount  of  it  as 
Chief  of  Staff  of  the  White  House  from 
Mel  and  as  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
and  it's  been  worth  what  I've  paid  for  it. 

Q.  You  did  get  an  opportunity, 
obviously,  to  hear  from  the  Eu- 
ropeans. Is  it  possible  to  modernize 
the  nuclear  forces  in  Europe  and  re- 
tain Germany  as  an  ally? 

A.  I  think  it  is.  This  is  a  matter,  of 
course,  that  we  will  be  working  very 
closely  with  the  Germans  on  between 
now  and  the  time  of  a  possible  NATO 
summit  toward  the  end  of  May.  It's  really 
not  a  U.S.-Germany  issue;  it's  an  alli- 
ance issue.  And  one  of  the  purposes  of 
this  trip,  of  course,  was  to  explore  issues 
such  as  this  with  all  of  our  alliance  part- 
ners, and  we  did  so.  And  we  will  be 
working  this  particular  issue  in  close 
consultation  with  them  leading  up  to  the 
NATO  summit. 

Q.  But  do  you  really  find  all  the 
other  Europeans  as  reluctant  as  the 
Germans  to  do  what  we  have  agreed 
needs  to  be  done  for  alliance  defense? 

A.  I  find  all  of  our  alliance  partners 
committed  to  certain  principles — the 
principle  of  flexible  response,  the  princi- 
ple of  forward  defense,  the  principle  of 
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nuclear  coupling,  and  so  forth,  which,  of 
course,  are  the  keys  to  our  position  on 
this  issue. 

I  also  find  them  committed  to  the 
idea  of  completing  the  so-called  compre- 
hensive concept,  which  will  contain 
both  a  security  and  an  arms  control 
element — completing  it  by  the  time  of 
the  NATO  summit.  So  this  is  a  matter 
that  we  have  to  continue  to  work  out. 
There  are  going  to  be  views  on  both 
sides;  in  fact,  we  have  alliance  partners 
who  see  it  differently  right  now. 

Q.  But  do  you  feel  that  you  came 
away  from  this  trip  and  your  visit 
with  Helmut  Kohl  with  an  iron-clad 
commitment  from  Kohl  to  go  ahead 
with  modernization? 

A.  No.  But  I  didn't  go  into  the  trip 
seeking  an  iron-clad  commitment  from 
the  Chancellor  to  do  that.  That  was  not 
the  purpose  of  the  trip.  As  I've  said  be- 
fore, it  was  not  a  decision-taking  trip;  it 
was  more  or  less  an  agenda-setting  trip. 
I  was  there  to  listen  and  to  learn — and  I 
did.  And  so  that  was  not  the  purpose  of 
the  trip. 

Q.  But  he  expressed  commitment 
to  a  1988  communique  by  the  NATO 
allies  which  envisions  modernizing 
the  nuclear  weapons  that  are  there  as 
necessary.  Did  you  take  that  to  be  a 
commitment  to  modernize? 

A.  He  restated — we,  I  suppose, 
jointly  restated — the  commitment  of  the 
1988  Brussels  communique,  which  ba- 
sically says  that  we  must  keep  these 
short-range  nuclear  forces  up  to  date.  I 
have  to  say  one  other  thing:  I  found  no 
one,  during  the  course  of  this  trip,  who 
thought  that  we  should  have  moved  to- 
ward some  sort  of  a  third  "zero  option," 
who  did  not  feel  that  we  should  maintain 
a  land-based  nuclear  missile  in  Europe. 

Q.  I  think  what  John  is  getting  at 
is,  what  is  your  attitude  toward  Hel- 
mut Kohl  and  the  West  Germans  right 
now?  Are  you  satisfied  with  his,  with 
their,  position  on  this  very  delicate 
issue? 

A.  Oh,  yes,  because  we  understand 
the  delicateness  of  the  issue  from  their 
standpoint.  We  certainly  do.  And,  as  I 
think  I  mentioned  during  the  course  of 
our  trip  back,  to  John  who  was  on  the 
airplane,  there  has,  I  think,  been  far  too 
much  emphasis  on  a  disagreement  here 
between  the  United  States  and  the  Fed- 
eral Republic  of  Germany.  There  is  no 
disagreement.  We're  going  to  work  this 
out.  We  have  our  view.  We've  got  to  give 
the  Congress  certain  assurances  if  we 
want  to  go  forward  with  this  program.  I 


think  probably  that  we'll  be  able  to  work 
this  out  satisfactorily  between  now  and 
the  end  of  May. 

Q.  Does  that  mean  that  you  have 
now  accepted  1991  or  1992  as  a  date  for 
deploying  these  modernized  Lance 
missiles? 

A.  No,  it  doesn't  mean  that  at  all.  It 
means  we  will  continue  to  explore  this 
issue,  work  this  issue  in  close  consulta- 
tion with  the  Germans  and  our  other  al- 
liance partners. 

Q.  Can  I  just  ask  on  the  Germans 
here  for  a  minute?  Chancellor  Kohl 
seems  to  be  saying,  "My  political 
problems  are  so  difficult  that  if  you 
push  me  too  much,  you  will  wind  up 
with  an  alternative  you'll  like  even 
less  after  the  next  German  election." 

Are  we  also  going  to  go  quietly,  or 
drop  the  chemical  weapons  issue  with 
Libya?  I  mean,  do  the  Germans  pay 
no  price  for  knowingly  helping  Libya 
produce  a  chemical  weapons  plant? 

A.  The  Germans  have  responded 
quite  fully  to  our  concerns  about  support 
for  that  plant  by  some  of  their  compa- 
nies. What  they've  done  is  substantially 
tighten  their  export  control  laws;  they 
have  substantially  increased  the  penal- 
ties that  their  companies  will  pay  for  any 
such  future  activity.  I  really  believe  that 
they  have  acted  and  acted  forcefully  and 
firmly. 

You  might  say  that  they  should  have 
done  it  a  little  earlier;  maybe  you  can 
make  that  argument.  But  we're  pleased 
with  what  they've  done. 

Q.  Let's  turn  to  the  Middle  East 
right  now.  The  Reagan  Administra- 
tion opened  the  door  to  contacts/talks 
between  the  United  States  and  Yasir 
Arafat  and  the  PLO  [Palestine  Liber- 
ation Organization].  In  your  time  in 
office,  do  you  think  that  the  PLO  has 
been  living  up  to  its  side  of  the  agree- 
ment? Are  they  showing  good  faith, 
in  your  eyes? 

A.  So  far,  we  have  had  one  incident 
which  some  are  inclined  to  argue  consti- 
tuted an  endorsement,  if  you  will,  or  a 
return  to  terrorism  by  the  PLO  — 

Q.  Israel  made  that  complaint. 

A.  — an  incident  in  southern 
Lebanon,  yes — and  suggested  that  some- 
how we  should  break  off  the  dialogue. 
That  was  not  our  conclusion.  We  did, 
however,  go  to  the  PLO  through  our  Am- 
bassador in  Tunis  and  say,  "Look  here, 
now.  These  kinds  of  things  cannot  con- 
tinue if  you  want  to  continue  this  dia- 
logue with  the  United  States." 


Q.  You  put  them  on  warning. 

A.  We  put  them  on  warning  before 
we  even  began  the  dialogue  with  them 
because  we  made  it  clear  to  them  that  we 
were  not  going  to  have  a  dialogue  unless 
they  renounced  terrorism  by  actions  and 
by  words. 

Q.  Clearly  you  have  a  dialogue 
with  the  PLO,  and  your  Soviet  coun- 
terpart is  getting  his  own  dialogue 
with  everyone  in  the  Middle  East  now 
on  a  trip.  Is  the  Middle  East  an  area 
that  needs  to  incubate  further  before 
you  actually  go  in  and  try  to  solve  the 
problem?  Or  is  it  one  that,  if  it  incu- 
bates further,  blows  up? 

A.  I  don't  think  it's  one  that  if  it  in- 
cubates further,  it  blows  up.  I  hope  not, 
because  I  think  that  if  you  had  to  bal- 
ance risks  here,  the  risk  would  be  great- 
er in  taking  precipitous  action  than  it 
would  in  waiting  awhile,  analyzing  the 
situation,  working  on  the  ground 
carefully — tilling  the  ground — and  mak- 
ing sure  that  when  you  do  go  in  there, 
you  have  some  reasonable  prospect  of 
success. 

And  this  is  the  message,  if  I  may 
say  so,  that  we  have  given  our  alliance 
partners.  We  have  said,  in  effect,  "Look, 
we  understand  the  importance  of  U.S. 
involvement  if  we  are  ever  to  achieve 
peace  in  the  Middle  East."  We  under- 
stand that.  But  we're  not  sure  that  the 
process  is  best  served  by  a  big,  high- 
level,  high-visibility  international  confer- 
ence begun  too  early.  We  think  that 
there  ought  to  be  some  quiet  consulta- 
tion done  before  we  ever  get  close  to 
that. 

Q.  Is  Yasir  Arafat  conducting  in- 
direct talks  with  the  Israelis  through 
Palestinians  through  European 
diplomats? 

A.  I  have  no  knowledge  of  that. 

Q.  This  past  week  there  was  a  lot 
of  attention  focused  on  you  because  of 
your  decision,  finally,  to  sell  a  large 
amount  of  stock  that  you  hold  in 
Chemical  Bank,  which  grew  out  of 
former  bank  holdings  you  had  in 
Texas — some  controversy  because  you 
were  holding  that  stock  when  you 
were  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and, 
of  course,  banks  were  very  heavily  in- 
volved in  Third  World  debt  questions. 

Even  though  you  say  you  had  your 
attorney's  advice  that  this  was  legal, 
do  you  think  it  had  the  appearance  of 
a  conflict  of  interest? 

A.  I  don't  think  so.  With  90-90 
hindsight,  you  might  argue  that.  But  let 
me  make  sure  you  understand,  first  of 
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all,  I  am  not  just  selling  my  Chemical 
stock;  I'm  giving  directions  to  my  trust- 
ee to  sell  any  publicly  traded  stocks  I 
hold  so  that  there  can  be  no  possible  such 
appearances  in  the  future.  So  I  really 
believe  I'm  going  beyond  what's  required 
and  what  has  been  recommended. 

Further,  I  set  up  a  blind  trust  when 
I  came  into  government  in  1981.  For  6V2 
years,  the  clear  cut  rule  was  that  gov- 
ernment officials  were  entitled  to  partici- 
pate in  broad  policy  matters  that  might 
affect  everybody,  or  everybody  in  a  par- 
ticular industry.  And,  accordingly,  I  par- 
ticipated in  a  whole  range  of  things  at 
the  White  House  and  at  the  Treasury. 

Q.  But  President  Bush  has  made 
ethics  a  top  priority  issue — highly 
visible.  His  counsel  in  the  White 
House,  C.  Gordon  Gray,  has  been  re- 
sponsible for  executing  that.  Has  he 
been  doing  a  good  job,  in  your 
opinion? 

A.  Yes,  I  think  so. 

Q.  Do  you  think  he  sabotaged 
you? 

A.  No,  I  don't  think  so.  I  think  he 
was  doing  his  job  as  he  saw  it. 

Q.  One  other  personal  question. 
In  the  Administration,  John  Tower  is 
still  waiting  for  confirmation.  An 
FBI  agent  involved  in  the  investiga- 
tion was  quoted  as  saying  that  if  a 
prospective  agent  had  the  kind  of 
background  check  that  John  Tower 
has,  he  would  not  be  hired  by  the 
FBI.  Given  that,  do  you  think  he  is  an 
appropriate  Secretary  of  Defense? 

A.  Yes,  I  do.  And  I  talked  to  the 
President  yesterday,  reporting  to  him  on 
the  results  of  my  trip;  and  I  can  report 
to  you  that  the  President  feels  that  way 
as  well — strongly. 

Q.  Could  we  talk  about  your  re- 
port to  the  President?  You  said,  be- 
fore you  left,  that  one  of  the  things 
you  wanted  to  find  out  was  how  the 
allies  felt  about  lifting  the  trade  re- 
strictions that  were  imposed  after  the 
Soviets  moved  into  Afghanistan.  The 
Soviets  have  now  moved  out.  There  is 
a  great  deal  of  pressure  from  the  al- 
lies to  lift  these  trade  restrictions. 

A.  The  "no-exceptions"  rule. 

Q.  That's  right.  What  did  they 
tell  you  about  those  restrictions? 

A.  Interestingly  enough,  I  expected 
to  hear  from  each  and  every  one  of  them 
about  how  important  it  was  to  lift  the 
"no-exceptions"  rule,  and  I  only  heard  it 
from,  at  most,  three  countries — and  I  re- 


ally think  probably  only  two,  and  then 
sort  of  in  passing.  So  it  did  not  appear  to 
be  quite  as  big  an  issue. 

Q.  Does  that  mean  the  United 
States  is  not  about  to  lift  these  trade 
restrictions? 

A.  No,  no,  no.  What  it  means  is 
that  I'm  in  a  position  now  to  report  this 
to  the  President.  He  will  make  the  deci- 
sion in  due  course.  And  I  wouldn't  want 
to  prejudge  what — 

Q.  What  you  seem  to  be  saying  is 
that  there  wasn't  a  great  deal  of  con- 
cern about  it. 

A.  What  I'm  saying  is  there  was  not 
as  much  concern  as  there  had  been  me- 
dia speculation  before  we  left.  That's  all 
I'm  saying.  The  President  might  decide 
it's  quite  appropriate  to  lift  that,  inas- 
much as  it  was  put  on  there  when  the 
Soviets  went  into  Afghanistan. 

Q.  On  Afghanistan,  is  this  Ad- 
ministration interested  in  working 
out  with  the  Soviets,  as  Mr.  Gor- 
bachev is  asking  you  to,  some  kind  of 
political  accommodation  in 
Afghanistan? 

A.  I  think  that  this  Administration 
is  interested  in  self-determination  for 
the  Afghan  people.  That's  why  we've 
been  interested  in  Afghanistan  as  long 
as  we  have.  And  frankly  I  think  that's 
why  we  have  a  situation  where  the  Sovi- 
ets are  leaving  Afghanistan.  So  that 
continues  to  be  our  goal — self- 
determination  for  the  Afghan  people. 

Q.  Now  that  the  Soviets  have 
left — the  military  forces  have  pulled 
out — when  are  we  going  to  stop  sup- 
plying weapons  to  the  rebel  side? 

A.  I  think  we  believe  in  the  princi- 
ple of  positive  symmetry  here,  if  I  may 
say  so. 

Q.  A  wonderful  diplomatic  term. 

A.  Yes,  it's  wonderful;  but  you 
know,  for  a  long  time  we  talked  about 
negative  symmetry — and  that's  the 
reason  I  used  the  word  "positive" 
symmetry — because  the  Soviets  have 
dumped  a  lot  of  equipment  in  there,  a  lot 
of  military  equipment,  to  prop  up  this 
puppet  regime  which  really  has  a  very 
poor  human  rights  record  and  is 
denying  the  people  of  Afghanistan  self- 
determination.  Our  view  is,  we  need  to 
do  what  we  can  to  see  that  they  have  an 
opportunity  for  self-determination. 

Q.  How  long  do  you  give  that  re- 
gime? How  long  will  it  be  necessary 
to  keep  arming  the  rebels? 


A.  I  don't  know.  I  don't  want  to  put 
a  timeframe  on  it  because  I  would  simply 
be  guessing.  We've  got  some  intelligence 
estimates,  but  I'm  not  free  to  share 
those  with  you. 

Q.  The  matter  of  Salman  Rushdie 
and  the  book,  The  Satanic  Verses, 
broke  while  you  were  on  your  trip. 
Your  response  on  that  was  simply  to 
say  that  all  of  this,  and  especially 
putting  a  price  on  his  head,  was 
regrettable.  That  seems  a  very  mild 
response  for  such  a  serious  action. 
Why  so  mild? 

A.  What  I  said  in  addition  to  that,  if 
I'm  not  mistaken,  was  that  the  United 
States  continues  to  oppose  terrorism  in 
all  of  its  forms  and  particularly  state- 
sponsored  terrorism.  I  believe  we  added 
later,  during  the  course  of  the  trip,  that 
if  Iran  really  is  serious  about  rejoining 
the  community  of  civilized  nations,  this 
is  not  the  kind  of  behavior  that  leads  to 
that. 

Q.  But  this  is  really  an  outra- 
geous situation.  There  are  bookstores 
in  America  which  have  pulled  the 
books  off  the  shelves.  And  this  sort 
of  thing  happened  in  this  country! 

A.  Yes.  It's  not  something  that  we 
ought  to  condone  in  any  way,  and  we 
ought  to  speak  out  against  it.  I  quite 
agree. 

Q.  Are  we  trying  by  this  rela- 
tively mild  response — the  Dutch,  for 
example,  cancelled  the  visit  by  the 
Foreign  Minister  to  Iran.  Are  we  try- 
ing by  this  response  to  encourage 
Iran? 

A.  No.  To  encourage  them  in  this 
kind  of  behavior?  Absolutely  not. 

Q.  To  move  back  into  the  family 
of  nations,  to  use  your  phrase? 

A.  Oh,  no,  no.  No.  I  think,  frankly, 
that  we  have  expressed  our  view  that 
this  is  behavior  that  is  basically  intoler- 
able now — without  passing  judgment  on 
the  book,  because  I  think  we  have  to  say 
that.  I  haven't  read  the  book;  I  haven't 
seen  the  book;  I  don't  know  what  is  said 
in  there.  So  I  don't  mean  to  be  blessing 
the  book,  on  the  one  hand,  when  I  say 
that. 

Q.  Can  I  just  take  you  to  where 
you're  going  next  week — Asia?  You, 
as  Treasury  Secretary,  talked  a  bit 
about  the  need  for  some  special  or  dif- 
ferent relationship  with  the  Japanese. 
Now  that  you're  in  this  job,  do  you 
still  think  we  should  be  seeking  some 
special  marriage  with  the  Japanese 
because  they  are  rich  and  we're  al- 
legedly poor  or — 
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A.  I  think  we  have  a  special  rela- 
tionship with  the  Japanese.  What  I  was 
suggesting  at  Treasury,  frankly,  was 
that  we  find  a  way  to  a  better  dialogue 
with  not  just  the  Japanese  but  the  newly 
industrializing  democracies  of  Asia  as 
well — the  Japanese  and  those  newly  in- 
dustrializing democracies — with  respect 
to  economic  and  trade  issues  partic- 
ularly. 

I  think  we  have  a  very  good  relation- 
ship with  the  Japanese.  It's  an  extraordi- 
narily important  relationship  to  both 
countries,  and  I  think  that's  evidenced 
by  the  fact  that  the  President  is  attend- 
ing the  funeral  of  Emperor  Hirohito. 

Q.  Can  I  turn  to  a  more  personal 
aspect  of  your  job?  The  Secretary  of 
State  has  to  deal  with  crises,  goes 
dashing  around  the  world  talking 
with  leaders.  There's  also  a  thing 
called  "a  view  of  the  world,"  the 
"vision  thing,"  as  George  Bush 
has  called  it. 

Once  in  1982  you  were  quoted  as 
saying,  "I  am  not  a  man  of  vision.  I 
do  not  pretend  to  be.  That  is  not  my 
job."  Your  job  then  was  White  House 
Chief  of  Staff  and  administrator. 
Now  you're  Secretary  of  State.  Where 
is  the  vision  going  to  come  from? 

A.  We'll  have  a  vision,  and  it  will  be 
a  good  one.  We  have  a  President  who  will 
supply  a  good  part  of  that;  and  we  have 
very  good  people  employed  at  the  State 
Department  who  will  be  developing 
things  like  that  for  us.  We  have  28  stud- 
ies ongoing  right  now,  and  I  think  we 
know  where  we  want  to  go  and  what  we 
want  to  accomplish.  That's  the  way  I'd 
define  the  vision. 

Q.  Will  there  be  any  real  policy 
differences  with  the  Reagan  Adminis- 
tration or  simply  a  continuation  of 
the  basic  policy  line? 

A.  I  think  in  many  respects  the 
basic  policy  line  of  the  Reagan  Admin- 
istration will  continue,  and  it  should  con- 
tinue. The  "winds  of  freedom"  are  blow- 
ing around  the  world;  we're  winning 
East-West.  There  are  a  whole  host  of 
things  I  could  cite  for  you  that  I  think 
would  indicate  it  would  be  a  serious  mis- 
take to  depart  from  some  of  those  policy 
lines. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  will  be 
some  differences.  I've  already  spoken  to 
some  of  those  in  my  Senate  Foreign  Rela- 
tions testimony.  It  may  not  amount  to  a 
vision  in  your  view,  but  I've,  neverthe- 
less, talked  about  some  of  them.  It  was  a 
fairly  comprehensive  statement,  if  I  may 
say  so. 


AFRICA 


Peace  and  Relief  in  Sudan 


SECRETARY'S  STATEMENT, 
FEB.  8,  1989' 

The  U.S.  Government  remains  pro- 
foundly concerned  about  massive  hu- 
man suffering  in  Sudan.  The  cause  is 
the  civil  war,  now  in  its  sixth  year. 
Most  of  the  war's  victims  are  civilians 
who  are  displaced  and  impoverished  or 
who  starve  to  death  for  lack  of  delivery 
of  available  food.  The  death  toll  from 
starvation  in  1988  alone  is  estimated  to 
range  in  the  hundreds  of  thousands. 

Many  Sudanese  and  expatriates 
are  laboring  tirelessly  to  ensure  food 
deliveries,  and  the  cooperation  with 
these  efforts  by  both  the  Sudanese  Gov- 
ernment and  Sudanese  People's  Libera- 
tion Army  (SPLA)  has  improved  in 
recent  months.  But  much  more  needs  to 
be  done.  We  call  on  authorities  at  all 
levels  on  both  sides  to  remove  remain- 
ing obstacles  and  do  everything  possi- 
ble to  provide  emergency  relief  to 
victims  caught  in  garrison  towns  and 
other  areas  of  the  war  zone.  Failure  to 
do  so  will  mean  that  thousands  more 
will  die  in  the  coming  rainy  season. 
The  United  States  will  do  all  it  can  to 
support  this  effort.  We  call  on  other  do- 
nors also  to  undertake  or  expand  relief 
efforts. 

The  sad  reality,  however,  is  that 
starvation  will  almost  certainly  not  end 
until  the  fighting  ends.  As  friends  of 
Sudan,  we  urge  the  Sudanese  Govern- 
ment and  the  SPLA  to  put  peace  first 
and  to  agree  to  an  early  cease-fire 
which  would  promote  that  goal  and  al- 
low relief  to  reach  those  in  need. 


FACT  SHEET, 
FEB.  8,  1989 

Sudan  is  an  important  country  af- 
flicted by  years  of  civil  war,  economic 
disorder,  and  famine.  The  scale  of  suf- 
fering is  so  large  that  causes  of  the  war 
and  goals  of  the  combatants  have  be- 
come of  secondary  importance.  The 
United  States  believes  that  no  issue  is 
as  urgent  as  providing  food  to  the  inno- 
cent victims  of  this  conflict.  But  we 
recognize  that  the  famine  is  the  direct 


result  of  the  war.  The  achievement  of 
peace  is  the  real  answer  to  the  suffer- 
ing and  human  tragedy  in  Sudan. 
Hence,  our  central  objective  is  to  end 
the  war. 

Sudan's  problems  have  brought  it  to 
the  world's  attention.  The  urgency  for 
the  United  States  is  heightened  by  our 
long  ties  of  friendship  with  Sudan,  our 
support  for  its  democratic  institutions, 
and  the  importance  of  its  stability  for 
the  region.  Our  policy  thus  is  centered 
on  interrelated  issues:  support  for  Su- 
dan's democracy,  a  peaceful  solution 
to  the  war,  and  relief  for  its  victims. 

Famine  and  Relief 

Delivery  of  relief  rather  than  the  avail- 
ability of  supplies  has  been  the  major 
problem  facing  relief  efforts.  Relief 
programs  are  maddeningly  hard  to  im- 
plement in  the  vastness  of  southern 
Sudan,  an  area  the  size  of  France. 
Deaths  related  to  famine  during  the 
past  year  are  impossible  to  count,  but 
estimates  range  into  the  hundreds  of 
thousands.  Perhaps  over  2  million 
southern  Sudanese  have  fled  to  the 
north  or  to  Ethiopia  to  escape  the 
fighting  and  hunger.  Inefficiency  and 
opposition  by  elements  on  both  sides 
have  sometimes  hindered  delivery  of 
relief.  Even  without  a  war,  any  relief 
effort  would  be  severely  complicated  by 
the  inhospitable  terrain,  bandits,  and 
the  pervasive  lack  of  reliable  informa- 
tion on  population  concentrations  and 
need.  The  few  existing  tracks  or  roads 
are  mined  or  otherwise  contested  by 
combatants,  many  of  whom  are  out  of 
touch  with  any  authority. 

Despite  these  obstacles,  there  is 
progress  on  relief,  and  the  United 
States  has  been  in  the  forefront  of  ef- 
forts to  provide  it.  The  current  Inter- 
national Committee  of  the  Red  Cross 
(ICRC)  program  to  deliver  food  to  non- 
combatants  on  both  sides  in  the  war 
zone  is  largely  a  U.S.  initiative  and  was 
accepted  by  both  sides  in  part  as  a  re- 
sult of  strong  U.S.  leadership  and  en- 
couragement. Since  both  sides  harbor 
suspicions  about  the  purpose  and  use  of 
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food,  the  ICRC's  participation  has  been 
essential.  It  is  experienced  in  working 
with  adversaries  in  conducting  relief 
activities  across  battle  lines  and  in 
guaranteeing  that  food  reaches  non- 
combatants.  Deliveries  began  in  De- 
cember 1988  to  the  government-held 
towns  of  Wau  and  Aweil  and  the  SPLA- 
held  towns  of  Akon  and  Yirol. 

While  the  ICRC  role  is  crucial,  it  is 
not  the  only  available  instrument  for 
relief.  We  have  been  actively  soliciting 
proposals  from  private  voluntary  orga- 
nizations which  might  be  interested  in 
carrying  out  relief  efforts  on  both  sides 
of  the  war  zone.  As  early  as  1986,  the 
United  States  opened  discussions  with 
the  Sudanese  Relief  and  Rehabilitation 
Association  (SRRA),  the  relief  arm  of 
the  Sudanese  People's  Liberation  Move- 
ment (SPLM),  to  review  the  possibility 
of  American  private  voluntary  organi- 
zations providing  assistance  into  the 
south.  While  the  SRRA  agreed  in  prin- 
ciple to  such  assistance,  no  established 
private  voluntary  organizations  were 
willing  to  undertake  relief  operations 
in  the  circumstances  which  existed  at 
that  time. 

One  serious  constraint  continues  to 
be  lack  of  reliable  information  on  needs 
in  areas  controlled  by  the  Sudanese 
People's  Liberation  Army  (SPLA) — 
SPLM's  military  wing — and  the  hesi- 
tancy of  organizations  to  begin  opera- 
tions without  a  better  understanding  of 
needs  and  the  security  situation.  While 
information  and  appropriate  responses 
for  those  areas  are  being  developed, 
the  U.S.  Government  is  emphasizing 
relief  efforts  targeted  on  government- 
controlled  garrison  towns  in  the  south 
(which  have  the  largest  identifiable 
populations  of  displaced  persons  in  the 
war  zone)  and  accessible  areas  outside 
the  war  zone  in  which  large  numbers  of 
displaced  persons  have  gathered.  These 
include  southern  Darfur,  southern  Kor- 
dofan,  Khartoum,  and  the  Nile  regions. 

The  United  States  has  been  a  lead- 
ing contributor  to  multilateral  relief 
operations  in  Sudan.  Concerned  that 
relief  be  gotten  into  the  war  zone  to 
government-controlled  towns  where 
clear  needs  were  developing,  U.S.  offi- 
cials opened  discussions  with  the  Su- 
danese Government  and  the  SPLA  on  a 
possible  ICRC  program  in  November 
1987.  Although  the  United  States  had 


MBFR  Talks  Conclude 


FINAL  COMMUNIQUE, 
FEB.  2,  1989 

Following  the  decision  to  open  in  March 
this  year  the  negotiation  on  convention- 
al armed  forces  in  Europe,  the  states 
participating  in  the  negotiations  on  the 
mutual  reduction  of  forces  and  arma- 
ments and  associated  measures  in  cen- 
tral Europe  have  decided  to  conclude 
these  negotiations.  The  final  meeting 
was  held  today. 

Since  1973  these  negotiations  have 
served  to  maintain  a  serious  dialogue 
between  East  and  West  on  security  is- 
sues. They  have  provided  the  first  mul- 
tilateral forum  for  the  exploration  of 
the  complex  problems  associated  with 


efforts  to  strengthen  stability  and 
security  in  Europe.  The  extent  of 
common  ground  has  proved  to  be  insuf- 
ficient to  enable  the  participants  to 
agree  on  a  treaty.  Nevertheless  the  po- 
sitions of  the  two  sides  have  converged 
on  a  number  of  issues.  The  participants 
have  gained  valuable  experience  and  a 
clearer  picture  of  what  will  be  neces- 
sary to  achieve  mutually  agreeable  and 
verifiable  reductions  and  limitations  of 
forces  and  armaments  in  Europe. 

The  participants  wish  to  express 
their  gratitude  to  the  Republic  of  Aus- 
tria for  its  generous  assistance  and  the 
excellent  facilities  it  has  provided  for 
these  negotiations  in  Vienna.  ■ 


been  providing  as  much  assistance  as 
possible  to  southern  Sudan,  first  signs 
of  famine  in  SPLA-controlled  territory 
appeared  in  the  spring  of  1988  when 
some  300,000  Sudanese  refugees  cross- 
ed into  Ethiopia  and  were  settled  in 
UN  camps.  The  dimensions  of  the  fam- 
ine became  clearer  by  the  summer 
when  an  estimated  200,000  war  victims 
began  to  gather  north  of  the  war  zone. 
The  war,  logistical  difficulties,  and 
flooding  impeded  relief  operations  until 
a  U.S. -financed  airlift  was  initiated  in 
September.  By  year's  end,  overland 
routes,  again  subject  to  SPLA  attacks, 
were  just  beginning  to  open.  During 
the  past  2  years,  the  U.S.  Ambassador 
has  declared  10  disasters  in  Sudan,  and 
more  than  $60  million  has  been  spent 
on  relief.  This  includes  about  $30  mil- 
lion during  the  past  6  months  chan- 
neled through  the  ICRC,  bilateral 
programs,  and  private  voluntary  orga- 
nizations as  flood  waters  receded  and 
the  extent  of  needs  was  identified. 

The  War  and  Its  Resolution 

Causes  of  the  conflict  in  Sudan  are  ex- 
ceedingly complex.  Sudan  is  both  Isla- 
mic and  Christian,  African  and  Arab. 
The  civil  war  turns  on  questions  of  na- 
tional identity  and  the  nature  of  the 
Sudanese  state.  Generalizations  can  be 


misleading.  Not  all  northerners  want 
Islamic  law  and  an  Islamic  state.  Not 
all  southerners  support  armed  rebel- 
lion. Both  sides  are  asserting  deeply 
held  values.  Thus  ending  the  war  while 
supporting  democracy  has  proven  to  be 
an  elusive  objective.  But  the  tragedy 
will  be  prolonged  and  enormous  if  the 
solution  is  found  on  the  battlefield  rath- 
er than  at  the  bargaining  table. 

The  United  States  has  also  taken  a 
leading  role  in  promoting  a  negotiated 
settlement.  Intensive  efforts  through- 
out 1988,  including  those  by  the  United 
States,  unfortunately  did  not  succeed 
in  bringing  Prime  Minister  Sadiq  and 
SPLA  leader  John  Garang  together. 
But  many  contacts  at  other  levels  be- 
tween the  sides  helped  prepare  the  way 
for  productive  talks  which  took  place  in 
Addis  Ababa  (Ethiopia)  in  November 
between  Sudan's  Democratic  Unionist 
Party  (DUP) — one  of  three  principal 
northern  political  parties — and  SPLA 
representatives.  The  DUP/SPLA  pro- 
posal contained  the  key  elements  of 
compromise  which  would  halt  the  fight- 
ing and  permit  both  sides  to  join  in  a 
constitutional  convention  for  discussion 
of  the  issues  separating  them  and  lead- 
ing to  a  new  constitution  for  Sudan. 
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Ethiopian  support  and  sanctuary 
for  the  SPLA  have  been  essential  for 
the  SPLA.  The  United  States  has 
taken  the  initiative  in  discussing  Ethio- 
pia's policies  and  role  with  the  Soviets. 
We  will  continue  to  seek  an  end  to  ex- 
ternal interference  in  Sudan  and  prog- 
ress with  the  Soviets  in  pursuit  of 
negotiated  solutions  to  these  regional 
problems.  The  United  States  believes, 
however,  that  Sudan's  civil  war  involves 
fundamental  internal  issues  and  griev- 
ances which  Sudanese  themselves  must 
resolve. 

Based  on  the  stated  positions  of 
both  sides,  resolution  of  the  issues 
should  not  be  impossible.  The  SPLA 
does  not  propose  secession  but  insists 
that  the  south  share  economic  wealth 
and  political  power  on  a  negotiated  ba- 
sis. The  Prime  Minister  and  his  gov- 
ernment agree.  The  sticking  point  is 
the  country's  legal  system.  The  SPLA 
and  most  southerners  do  not  agree  that 
Islamic  law  should  be  applied  in  the 
non-Muslim  south  or  that  non-Muslims 
living  in  the  north  should  be  subject  to 
it;  much  less,  in  the  southerners'  view, 
should  it  be  the  basis  of  the  constitu- 
tion. Northern  parties  are  divided  on 
these  points,  although  the  extent  of  dif- 
ferences and  whether  they  are  bridge- 
able  is  not  clear.  No  party,  however,  has 
said  it  opposes  discussion  of  Islamic  law 
in  the  context  of  a  constitutional  con- 
vention of  all  Sudanese  parties. 

Despite  the  promise  of  the  DUP/ 
SPLA  peace  proposal,  the  government 
has  not  brought  about  agreement  of  the 
constituent  assembly  and  cabinet, 
which  could  lead  to  implementation  of 
the  proposal.  The  United  States  sup- 
ports all  three  fundamental  elements  of 
the  DUP/SPLA  peace  proposal:  a  con- 
stitutional convention  to  bring  the  par- 
ties together,  no  preemptive  moves  to 
revise  or  implement  Islamic  laws  pend- 
ing the  conference,  and  a  cease-fire 
demonstrating  the  good  will  of  both 
sides  to  engage  in  productive  talks. 

Of  these  considerations,  a  cease- 
fire, which  is  necessary  for  getting  re- 
lief to  all  those  in  need,  is  most  urgent. 


President's  Visit  to  Canada 


•Press  release  14. 


President  Bush  and  Prime  Minister  Mulroney. 


President  Bush  visited  Ottawa  on 
February  10,  1989.  Following  are  re- 
marks by  the  President  and  excerpts 
from  a  qnestion-and-answer  session  he 
and  Prime  Minister  Brian  Mulroney 
held  with  reporters  after  their 
luncheon  and  a  news  conference 
Secretary  Baker  held  later  that  day. 


PRESIDENT  BUSH  AND 
PRIME  MINISTER  MULRONEY1 

President  Bush.  Let  me  just  say  on  be- 
half of  Mrs.  Bush,  our  Secretary  of 
State,  and  others,  this  has  been  a  good 
visit.  It  is  an  important  visit  because  it 
symbolizes  the  importance  that  we 
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place  on  the  relationship  with  Canada. 
We're  each  other's  largest  trading  part- 
ner. We  are  friends.  We  share  a  long, 
peaceful  border,  and  we  have  many 
common  interests. 

Today  we  had  an  opportunity  to 
discuss  not  just  the  bilateral  relation- 
ship that  is  very,  very  strong  and  very 
good  but  we  had  a  chance  to  talk  about 
the  East-West  relationship.  I  had  a 
chance  to  talk  about  the  problems  on 
trade;  indeed,  our  trade  ministers  are 
talking  right  now,  you  might  say.  And 
so,  I  felt  the  visit  was  outstanding. 

The  Prime  Minister  and  I  reviewed 
the  concerns  that  he  has  about  acid 
rain,  and  I  referred  him  to  what  I  said 
last  night  to  the  American  people:  my 
determination  to  move  on  forward  with 
setting  limits,  with  legislation,  and 
then  moving  to  discussions  with  Cana- 
da, leading  to  an  accord  that  I  think 
will  be  beneficial  to  both  countries. 
That  problem — and  it  has  been  a 
problem — is  one  that  we  are  both 
determined  to  move  forward  toward 
solution. 

In  terms  of  the  trade  agreement, 
we,  of  course,  have  saluted  the  coura- 
geous position  taken  by  the  Prime  Min- 
ister of  Canada.  We  have  great  respect 
for  that  in  the  United  States;  and  we 
want  to  now  do  our  part,  part  of  the 
United  States,  to  follow  through  with 
whatever  implementation  is  required. 

The  mood  was  upbeat,  the  spirit 
good,  and  I  am  very  glad  that  this  was 
my  first  visit  outside  of  the  continental 
United  States  as  President.  We  will 
keep  in  touch,  and  each  of  us  has 
pledged  to  see  that  this  strong  relation- 
ship becomes  even  stronger. 

Q.  To  what  degree  did  you  assure 
the  Prime  Minister  of  your  feeling  of 
confidence  that  the  Congress  will  go 
along  with  you  on  your  acid  rain  re- 
quest last  night? 

President  Bush.  I  think  the  Prime 
Minister  is  aware  of  the  political  divi- 
sions and  political  waves  there  in  our 
country  on  this  issue.  But  I  assured 
him  that  the  time  for  just  pure  study 
was  over  and  that  we've  now  ap- 
proached the  time  for  legislative  action. 
I  pledged  that  in  the  campaign.  And  so, 
to  the  degree  there  is  disparity,  a  lack 
of  uniformity  in  the  Congress,  I  think 
the  Prime  Minister  sees  it  as  my  re- 
sponsibility to  try  to  move  forward  to 
do  that  which  I  said  I  wanted  to  do. 


Q.  [Inaudible]  afraid  that  the 
Arctic  blast  has  just  swept  across  the 
continent  following  on  last  summer's 
drought  has  created  some  permanent 
damage  in  the  agricultural  regions 
on  both  sides  of  the  border.  I  wonder 
if  you  discussed  that  at  all  and  wheth- 
er there  could  be  a  cooperative  way  of 
dealing  with  this  and  maybe  at  some 
point  making  a  proposal  to  get  some 
of  the  surplus  Canadian  water  down 
into  the  drought-stricken  regions  of 
the  United  States? 

President  Bush.  We  did  not  dis- 
cuss water  diversion.  We  did  not  dis- 
cuss the  effects  of  the  Arctic  cold  air. 
We  did  talk  about  the  need  for  a  global 
approach  to  environmental  concerns. 

Q.  Do  you  have  an  estimate  of 
how  long  it  will  take,  assuming  the 
Congress  goes  along  with  your  legis- 
lative program,  before  you  are  ready 
to  talk  about  a  bilateral  accord? 

President  Bush.  No,  but  we're 
going  to  press  forward  with  this  right 
away.  We  have  a  brand  new  Adminis- 
trator of  EPA  [William  Reilly,  Envi- 
ronmental Protection  Agency].  We've 
got  a  legislative  team  to  propose  the 
legislation  I  talked  about  last  night. 
And  we've  gotten  some  reasonable  lev- 
els of  funding.  So  we're  on  the  move. 
But  we  did  not  discuss  an  exact 
timeframe.  I  would  be  misrepresenting 
or  understating  things  if  I  didn't  say 
that  the  Prime  Minister  once  again  im- 
pressed on  me  the  urgency  of  moving 
as  fast  as  we  can,  but  we  didn't  set  a 
time. 

Q.  You  were  saying  that  you 
weren't  in  a  position  yet  to  discuss  a 
specific  timetable  and  targets  for  re- 
duction of  acid  rain. 

President  Bush.  We  will  be  dis- 
cussing targets,  and  we  will  get  an 
agreement  on  that,  I'm  sure.  But  I 
have  an  obligation  now  to  recommend 
to  our  Congress  the  setting  of  certain 
limits,  so  we  will  move  forward  with 
that  much  specific. 

Q.  What  kind  of  reductions  and 
what  kind  of  timetable  do  you  have  in 
mind? 

President  Bush.  I  have  in  mind  as 
fast  as  possible. 

Q.  I  wondered  if  you  are  satisfied 
with  the  steps  that  the  President  has 
outlined  to  deal  with  the  acid  rain 
question  or  whether  you  have  asked 
for  more  here? 


Prime  Minister  Mulroney.  I  think 
that  this  represents  quite  substantial 
progress.  It  wasn't  so  long  ago  that 
Canada  was  sort  of  going  it  alone  in 
many  ways  in  this  area.  The  Presi- 
dent's position  puts  a  great  impetus  for 
action  domestically  in  the  United 
States,  which  is  a  condition  precedent, 
and  the  President  is  signaling,  as  well, 
subsequent  discussions  that  will  lead  to 
an  acid  rain  accord  to  benefit  both  the 
United  States  and  Canada.  This,  I 
think,  is  real  progress.  And  while  I 
suppose  I'm  like  a  lot  of  people  who 
would  like  it  done  tomorrow  in  this 
area,  I  know  it's  now  going  to  happen, 
but  this  represents  a  very  measurable 
progress.  I  view  it  as  evidence  of  the 
commitments  that  the  President  gave 
during  the  campaign  and  has  referred 
to  since,  including  his  speech  to  the 
Congress  last  night,  which  is,  for  a 
neighbor  and  friend  troubled  by  this 
problem  for  some  time,  very 
encouraging. 

Q.  Presuming  you  and  the  Presi- 
dent reach  an  agreement,  could  you 
begin  to  discuss  an  accord  before  the 
full  U.S.  program  is  in  place  on  acid 
rain,  or  will  it  be  necessary  to  wait 
until  its  legislation  is  through 
Congress? 

Prime  Minister  Mulroney.  The 
Americans  will,  of  course,  deal  with 
their  own  problems  domestically,  free 
from  any  comment  by  me  about  what 
happens  internally.  But  clearly,  what 
the  President  is  saying  is  that  he  has  a 
two-pronged  approach:  one  that  will 
summon  the  legislative  authority  of  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  to  put  in 
place  those  mechanisms  that  are  re- 
quired there,  and  secondly,  an  arrange- 
ment which  will  be  negotiated  with 
Canada  to  conclude  an  accord  which 
will  deal,  hopefully,  in  a  definitive 
manner  with  this. 

Q.  Would  you  prefer  to  undertake 
negotiations  immediately  with  the 
United  States  instead  of  waiting  for 
them  first  to  pass  laws? 

Prime  Minister  Mulroney.  First, 
it  is  necessary  for  the  President  to  talk 
about  this  with  legislators  and  that  the 
Americans  are  prepared  to  pass  their 
own  laws  for  the  purification  of  their 
atmosphere  in  this  domain.  In  the  sec- 
ond place,  as  the  President  has  just  in- 
dicated, we  are  on  the  way  to  advance, 
rapidly  I  hope,  toward  the  conclusion  of 
the  negotiations  for  a  bilateral  accord 
about  the  international  environment. 
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Therefore,  we  are  encouraged  by  the 
developments  and  the  declarations  of 
President  Bush  today. 


Q.  Did  you  discuss  the  steel  issue, 
and  did  you  make  any  mention  of 
keeping  Canada  out  of  the  voluntary 
export  program  that  the  steel  lobby 
in  the  United  States  wants? 

Prime  Minister  Mulroney.  There 
is  a  meeting  going  on  now  between  Ms. 
Hills  [U.S.  Trade  Representative]  and 
Minister  [of  International  Trade]  John 
Crosbie  in  regard  specifically  to  that. 
But  as  you  know,  Canada  is  a  fair  trad- 
er, and  we  should  not  in  any  way  be  im- 
pacted by  that  kind  of  proposition.  We 
wouldn't  deserve  in  any  way  to  be  in- 
cluded within  its  purview.  And  that 
would  be  the  position  that  Mr.  Crosbie 
will  be  explaining  to  Ms.  Hills. 

Q.  Would  you  like  1995  or  the  year 
2000  for  a  509c  cut  in  transporter 
emissions  on  acid  rain. 

President  Bush.  Too  early  to  an- 
swer that. 

Q.  Will  negotiations  start  this 
year? 

President  Bush.  I  hope  so. 

Q.  Were  you  on  the  same  wave- 
lengths on  East-West  relations  in 
your  discussions  this  morning? 

President  Bush.  We  were.  And  I 
have  great  respect  for  the  Prime  Min- 
ister's views.  I  have  great  respect  for 
his  understanding  with  his  experience 
of  the  alliance  and  its  importance.  I 
value  his  judgment  on  what's  happening 
inside  the  Soviet  Union.  And  so,  we 
had  a  long,  I  think,  productive  discus- 
sion about  that.  I  had  an  opportunity  to 
explain  to  him  that  our  review  of  our 
national  security  policies,  our  foreign 
policy  objectives — it's  a  serious  thing. 
It  is  not  a  foot-dragging  operation.  It  is 
not  trying  to  send  a  signal  to  [General] 
Secretary  Gorbachev  that  we  want  to 
move  backward.  It  is  simply  prudent.  I 
am  absolutely  convinced  that  the  Sovi- 
ets understand  this;  and  I'm  also  con- 
vinced that  the — I  don't  want  to  put 
words  in  his  mouth — but  the  Prime 
Minister  of  Canada,  a  very  important 
part  of  all  of  this,  understands  it  as 
well. 


SECRETARY  BAKER2 

As  the  President  said  just  prior  to  de- 
parture, his  view  was  that  this  was  a 
very  good  and  successful  visit.  He 
felt — he  put  it,  characterized  it — 
upbeat  about  it  and  very  pleased  that 
this  was  his  first  visit  outside  the 
United  States  as  President  of  the 
United  States. 

This  was  primarily  an  agenda- 
setting  meeting.  There  was  concen- 
tration in  the  following  major  areas: 
implementation  of  the  Free  Trade 
Agreement,  the  full  range  of  East-West 
issues,  the  question  of  acid  rain,  ques- 
tions regarding  Central  America,  mat- 
ters respecting  the  NATO  trip  that  I 
am  just  to  embark  upon  tomorrow,  and 
several  other  items  that  were  touched 
on  to  a  lesser  degree. 

Q.  How  did  Central  America 
come  up,  and  what  part  would  the 
Canadians  play  in  Central  Ameri- 
can policy? 

A.  The  Canadians,  as  you  know, 
have  been  interested  in  Central  Ameri- 
can policy,  and  they're  interested,  as  are 
others  in  this  hemisphere,  in  knowing 
what  the  policy  approach  of  the  United 
States  will  be.  The  President  made  it 
clear  that  it  was  important  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  United  States  that 
we — our  feeling  that  it  was  important 
that  we  have  a  unified  policy  in  the 
United  States;  that  is,  one  that  the  legis- 
lative and  executive  branches  of  the  gov- 
ernment are  agreed  upon.  Only  in  that 
way,  the  President  said,  can  policy  really 
be  effective. 

Further,  he  pointed  out  that  it 
was  his  hope  that  the  nations  of  this 
hemisphere — the  Central  American 
democracies,  some  countries  in  South 
America,  Canada,  and  the  United 
States — could  all  adopt,  or  pretty  much 
subscribe  to,  a  policy  that  represented  a 
diplomatic  approach  to  the  issues  and 
that  had  at  least  some  of  the  goals  to  be 
achieved — those  goals  that  are  stated  in 
the  Esquipulas  accords. 

Q.  Was  there  any  discussion 
about  Canadian  concerns  about  mov- 
ing toward  oil  drilling  in  the  Arctic 
National  Wildlife  Refuge? 

A.  There  was  no  discussion  of  that. 

Q.  Could  you  explain  the  failure 
of  the  President  to  give  Mr.  Mulroney 
even  vague  targets  for  acid  rain 
reductions  or  a  date  by  which  those 
reductions  might  be  achieved? 


A.  The  President  told  the  Prime 
Minister  that — called  his  attention  to  the 
statements  that  the  President  had  made 
during  the  campaign  where  he  said  he 
wanted  to  reduce  emissions  by,  I  think 
he  said,  millions  of  tons;  that  it  would  be 
premature  for  the  President  to  establish 
targets  before  he  had  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  consult  with  the  Congress  with 
respect  to  an  issue  that  will  have  high 
political  content  in  the  United  States. 

The  President  did  say,  however,  that 
he  intends  to  offer  a  comprehensive  pro- 
posal for  dealing  with  this  issue  to  our 
Congress,  calling  for  specific  emission 
reductions  and  a  specific  timetable.  He 
said  that  the  time  for  study  is  over  and 
the  time  for  action  is  now,  and  he  said,  as 
I  think  you  heard  during  the  departure, 
that  subsequently,  we  hope  we  can  begin 
discussions  bilaterally  toward  an  acid 
rain  accord  with  Canada. 

Q.  What  do  you  think  is  going  to 
be  the  impact — and  was  it  discussed 
at  all  today— with  our  NATO  ally 
Canada  of  a  zero-growth  defense 
budget  in  the  United  States? 

A.  It  was  discussed  today,  and  the 
President  told  the  Prime  Minister,  in  ef- 
fect, why  he  decided  to  depart  from  the 
2%  real  growth  figure  in  the  Reagan 
budget  and  propose  a  zero  real  growth 
budget  for  FY  1990.  There  were  discus- 
sions as  well  of  the  importance  of  Cana- 
da's contribution  to  NATO's  defense. 

Q.  I  have  two  questions.  One,  I 
wonder  if  there  was  any  discussion 
about  any  changes  in  Glass-Steagal  in 
the  United  States  in  light  of  the  fact 
that  American  Express  is  getting  a 
Schedule  B  bank  in  Canada.  And  just 
as  a  follow-up  on  the  defense  ques- 
tion, whether  there  were  any  discus- 
sions on  Canada's  plan  to  purchase 
nuclear  submarines. 

A.  The  nuclear  submarine  issue  did 
not  come  up,  and  neither  did  the  Glass- 
Steagal  issue,  although  that  may  have 
come  up  in  Ambassador  Hills'  discus- 
sions. I  think  she  was  here  having  sepa- 
rate discussions  with  Minister  Crosbie 
about  implementation  of  the  Free  Trade 
Agreement.  But  it  did  not  come  up  in 
discussions  with  the  Prime  Minister. 

Q.  Going  back  for  a  moment  to 
Central  America,  several  Central 
American  Presidents  approached  the 
Secretary  General  recently  about  the 
possibility  of  a  UN  peacekeeping 
force  being  set  up.  Was  there  any 
discussion  given  to  Canada's  past  par- 
ticipation in  a  number  of  such  peace- 
keeping forces  with  the  possibility 
that  Canada  might  play  a  role  in  the 
peacekeeping  forces? 
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A.  I  had  a  discussion  to  that  effect 
with  Joe  Clark  [Secretary  of  State  for 
External  Affairs]  on  the  way  in  from  the 
airport,  and  he  and  I  are  going  to  have  a 
greater  in-depth  meeting  this  evening.  I 
think  we're  going  to  spend  a  couple  of 
hours  together. 

I  made  the  point  to  the  Minister 
that  it  would  be  the  hope  of  the  United 
States  that  we  would  not  depart  from 
the  requirements  of  Esquipulas  II  and 
the  Sapoa  accords;  in  other  words,  that 
we  should  not  substitute  for  those  goals 
which  we  think  are  worthwhile  goals, 
some  lesser  standard  for  the  Central 
American  countries. 

Q.  Did  you  discuss  today,  in  your 
discussions  of  East-West,  the  question 
of  relaxing  technology  and  other 
trade  restrictions  against  trade  with 
the  Soviet  Union?  And,  whether  or 
not  you  discussed  it  today,  what  is  the 
Administration's  position  now  on  the 
timetable  of  the  change  that  takes 
place  when  the  Soviets  move  out  of 
Afghanistan? 

A.  You're  talking  about  the  "sole- 
exceptions"  rule?  That's  an  issue  that  I 
expect  to  have  discussions  about  with 
each  of  the  NATO  Foreign  Ministers 
that  I'll  be  visiting  with.  The  issue  did 
not  come  up  today.  It  probably  will  come 
up  in  our  discussions  this  evening  with 
Minister  Clark. 

Q.  Any  decision  on  that,  though? 

A.  The  position  is  that  we  ought  to 
certainly  find  out  what  the  other  NATO 
countries — how  they  feel  about  it,  wheth- 
er or  not  it's  something  that  they  feel 
extremely  strongly  about,  whether  it's 
something  that  we  ought  to  move  on 
now,  or  give  some  consideration  to 
moving  on  at  a  later  date. 

Let  me  say  this:  I  know  some  of  you 
think  my  mind  is  made  up  on  that  issue. 
It  is  not.  I  want  you  to  know  that.  I 
think  you  might  have  reference  to  the 
Time  magazine  article  where  I  said  that 
we  ought  to  consider  getting  something 
for  that.  It  also  said  that  was  an  embry- 
onic thought — and  it  was. 

Generally  speaking,  I  do  think  it's  a 
good  idea  in  the  relationship  to,  if  you're 
going  to  give  something,  ask  for  some- 
thing in  return. 

But  I'll  have  to  tell  you  this:  Our  al- 
lies feel  perhaps  more  strongly  about 
this  than  do  the  Soviets.  So  we'll  be 
discussing  it  with  them  in  the  context 
of  how  we  move. 


Mrs.  Bush  and  Mrs.  Mulroney  read  Owl  Moon  to  the  classmates  of  Nicholas 
Mulroney  (center). 


President  Bush  and  Prime  Minister  Mulroney. 
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Q.  Are  you  carrying  any  message 
from  the  President  on  this  super  tour, 
or  is  it  largely  of  good  will  and  con- 
sultations with  counterparts? 

A.  It's  a  listening  trip  and  a  consult- 
ing trip,  but  I  am  carrying  a  message 
and  the  message  is:  Look,  we  want  to 
make  it  clear  that  we  think  the  way  to 
approach  the  East-West  relationship  is 
with  prudence  and  with  realism.  We 
want  you  to  understand  we  are  not  drag- 
ging our  feet  seeking  delay  for  the  sake 
of  delay  but  that  we  want  to  hear  your 
views  with  respect  to  our  negotiating — 
matters  such  as  our  negotiating  posture 
in  START  Istrategic  arms  reduction 
talks]  matters,  such  as  short-range 
nuclear  modernization,  and  the  like. 

Q.  With  reference — not  to  drag 
it  out — but  the  Carlucci-Shultz  ex- 
change of  letters  before  you  came 
on — State's  position — when  you  say 
your  mind  is  not  made  up,  should  I 
line  you  up  with  Mr.  Shultz  in  the 
sense  that  you  can  see  a  point  to  get- 
ting off  this  "no-exception"  rule? 
Because,  as  we  understood  it,  the 
Pentagon  tried  to  freeze  the  sanc- 
tions even  after  the  Soviets  leave; 
State  didn't  think  that's  wise. 

A.  That  was  the  debate  that  took 
place  up  to  and  through  noon  on 
January  20. 

Q.  Right,  I'm  trying  to  — 

A.  There  are  a  number  of  policy  is- 
sues that  we  are  taking  a  look  at,  and 
this  is  a  matter  of  quite  some  impor- 
tance to  our  allies,  and  it  will  certainly 
be  the  focus  of  some  of  our  discussions  on 
this  trip. 

I'd  like  to  hear  from  them  specifi- 
cally how  important  they  think  it  is.  We 
recognize,  as  the  State  Department  did 
in  that  letter  that  you  make  reference  to, 
that  this  doesn't  mean  that  we're  open- 
ing the  doors  to  technology  transfer,  be- 
cause COCOM  [Coordinating  Committee 
for  Multilateral  Export  Controls]  is  still 
going  to  apply. 

It  does  remain  a  fact  that  President 
Carter  put  this  "no-exceptions"  policy 
into  place  when  the  Russians  marched 
into  Afghanistan.  They  are  leaving;  in- 
deed, they  are.  The  policy  was  put  into 
place,  however,  at  a  time  when  they  were 
not  tunneling  a  billion  dollars  a  year  into 
Central  America. 


Q.  Just  to  change  the  subject  a 
little  bit.  Could  you  tell  us  how  you 
think  that  your  stock  holdings  that 
we  read  about  in  the  paper  this  morn- 
ing fit  into  Bush's  policy  that  people 
should  not  do  anything  that  looks 
like  it  could  be  perceived  as  a  con- 
flict of  interest,  whether  it  was  in 
actuality? 

A.  Sure.  Let  me  say  this,  with  re- 
spect to  that.  For  the  8  years  that  I  have 
been  in  government,  I  have  sought  and 
relied  upon  the  advice  and  counsel  of  ca- 
reer attorneys  at  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment, at  the  State  Department,  and  at 
the  Office  of  Government  Ethics.  I  have 
been  guided  by  their  advice  and  counsel, 
and  I  will  continue  to  be  guided  by  their 
advice  and  counsel. 

In  the  course  of  being  thereby 
guided,  I  had  created  a  blind  trust  in 
early  1981,  when  we  first  came  into  of- 
fice. That  trust  has  been  in  force  and  in 
existence  ever  since.  I  have  executed  re- 
cusal statements  at  each  of  the  govern- 
ment posts  that  I  have  served,  and  I 
have  been  very  careful  about  recusing 
myself  from  specific  issues  that  might 
constitute  a  conflict  or  an  appearance 
of  conflict. 

I  was  advised  by  career  attorneys  at 
these  departments  and  at  the  Office  of 
Government  Ethics  that  participation  in 
general  policy  issues — general  policy 
determinations — was  appropriate.  I  was 
specifically  so  advised  at  the  Treasury 
Department  in  the  summer,  I  think,  of 
1987  following  the  promulgation  of  the 
Justice  Department's  ruling  that  said 
that  there  can  be  some  cases  in  which 
participation  in  general  policy  issues  can 
constitute  an  appearance  of  conflict.  I 
sought  and  received  at  the  time  a  spe- 
cific determination  from  the  Office  of 
Government  Ethics. 

I  hope  that's  a  complete  answer  for 
you,  but  I'll  be  glad  to  respond  to  other 
questions  if  you  have  them. 

Q.  Do  you  think  it  is  necessary  at 
this  time  for  the  Bush  Administra- 
tion to  think  stricter  lines  existed  in 
the  past  Administration? 

A.  I  think  that  the  President  has 
made  it  very  clear  that  ethics  are  a  very 
important  issue  for  him.  He  did  so  in  the 
campaign;  he's  done  so  in  speeches  since 
then.  I  think  that  it  would  be  appropri- 
ate and  in  keeping  with  his  campaign 
pledges  and  his  statements. 

Let  me  say  that  discussions  continue 
with  attorneys  from  the  State  Depart- 
ment, the  Office  of  Government  Ethics, 


and  the  White  House  counsel's  office  re- 
garding mechanisms  or  actions  that 
could  be  taken  in  my  case  that  would 
serve  to  insulate  me  from  charges  or 
suggestions  of  conflict  of  interest.  Those 
discussions  are  on-going.  They  have  not 
been  concluded. 

As  I  indicated  earlier  in  my  state- 
ment, I  would  tend  to  be  guided  by  the 
results  of  those  discussions. 

But  let  me  say  one  other  thing,  if  I 
might.  My  papers  could  not  have  gone 
for  confirmation  as  Secretary  of  State — 
could  not  have  gone  to  the  Senate  For- 
eign Relations  Committee — had  not 
there  been  approval  by  the  Office  of  Gov- 
ernment Ethics  and  the  predecessor  to 
the  White  House  counsels  office,  which 
is  the  Transition  Office.  They  could  not 
have  gone  up  there  had  they  not  ap- 
proved the  mechanism  that  we  suggested 
be  used  to  avoid  conflicts  or  the  appear- 
ance of  conflicts. 

There  are  a  number  of  additional 
mechanisms  that  could  be  considered, 
ranging  from  recusals  to  creation  of  a 
different  kind  of  trust.  I  have  a  qualified 
blind  trust.  I  could  consider  creating  a 
diversified  blind  trust;  I  could  consider 
a  waiver.  The  discussions  now  revolve 
around  waiver. 

Q.  Why  is  Mr.  Gray  [L.  Boyden 
Gray,  General  Counsel  to  the  Presi- 
dent] seeking  a  change  from  the  sta- 
tus that  you  had  in  the  past  if  that 
was  acceptable  then?  Why  are  the 
regulations  getting  tougher? 

A.  Why  are  the  regulations  getting 
tougher?  You'll  have  to  ask  the  attorneys 
in  the  Justice  Department  who  wrote 
that  opinion  in  early  1987. 

Q.  Why  did  he  decide  it's  due  for 
a  change?  He's  telling  you  to  divest, 
right? 

A.  That's  really  not  exactly  right. 
I've  never  had  a  conversation  with  Mr. 
Gray  at  all  on  this  subject — not  one.  He 
did  have  a  conversation  with  the  attor- 
neys that  were  representing  me  in  the 
confirmation  process.  He  never  said,  as  I 
understand  it,  to  Bob  Kimmitt  [Robert 
M.  Kimmitt,  Under  Secretary-designate 
for  Political  Affairs],  "The  Secretary 
should  sell  his  bank  stock."  He  raised 
that  as  an  option  in  his  discussions  with 
Mr.  Kimmitt,  but  he  did  not  say  that  it 
was  required. 

As  I  understand  the  situation,  the 
decision  really  is  with  me  in  terms  of 
whether  or  not  I  seek  a  waiver.  I  have 
concluded  that  I  should  seek  a  waiver, 
because  that  gives  me  additional  protec- 
tion and  helps  avoid  the  appearance  of 
any  sort  of  a  conflict  of  interest. 
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So  I  have  concluded  to  seek  a  waiver. 
The  White  House  could  say,  "No,  we 
won't  grant  you  that  waiver,"  and  I 
could  do  a  number  of  things.  I  could  say, 
"Fine,  I'll  go  to  a  diversified  blind 
trust."  I  could  say,  "I'll  take  myself  out 
of  Third  World  debt  issues  and  not  have 
any  even  on  a  broad  general  policy  ba- 
sis." Or  I  could  sell  stock. 

Once  those  discussions  are  over  and 
a  determination  has  been  made,  that's 
when  I  will  then  be  faced  with  an  obliga- 
tion to  take  some  action  one  way  or  the 
other. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  me  how  the  Presi- 
dent's insistence  that  the  acid-rain  is- 
sue be  considered  domestically  right 
now,  before  we  look  for  bilateral 
agreements,  differs  from  President 
Reagan's  insistence  on  studying  the 
matter  for  the  past  8  years? 

A.  It  differs  significantly,  because 
the  President  has  said  the  time  for  study 
is  over;  the  time  for  action  is  now.  He  has 
said,  "I  am  going  to  present  a  proposal  to 
the  Congress  that  will  have,  as  a  part  of 
it,  reduction  of  emissions." 

Q.  Is  that  the  same  policy? 
What's  — 

A.  No,  it  really  isn't  the  same,  be- 
cause if  we  go  forward  before  we  have 
tilled  the  ground — after  all,  we've  been 
in  office  now,  let's  see,  21  days,  I  think — 
if  we  go  forward  before  we  have  tilled 
the  ground,  we're  going  to  have  a  diffi- 
cult enough  political  situation  in  the 
United  States  getting  this  done  as  it  is. 
So  we  ought  to  do  it  right. 

But  he  gave  the  Prime  Minister,  I 
think,  firm  assurances  that  the  attitude 
of  the  United  States  on  this  issue  has 
changed.  I  think  the  Prime  Minister  be- 
lieves that,  and  the  President  has  said  he 
is  going  to  move  forward  with  discus- 
sions with  the  Congress,  and  then  we'll 
look  forward  to  negotiating  a  bilateral 
accord.  He  also  said — out  there  as  he 
was  leaving — it  would  be  before  the  end 
of  the  year. 

Q.  Tell  us  what  you  mean  by 
"tilling  the  ground."  Logistically, 
what  things  have  to  be  decided  on  a 
domestic  level? 


A.  What  has  to  be  decided  primari- 
ly is  what  is  the  target  for  reduction, 
and  who's  going  to  pay  the  price.  And 
that  latter  question  is  a  very,  very  im- 
portant question  that  affects  different 
regions  of  the  United  States  in  different 
ways— or  it  could  affect  different  regions 
in  different  ways,  depending  on  what 
method  you  used  to  take  care  of  the  cost. 

Q.  There  are  reports  today  of  the 
new  draft  Executive  order  that  would 
further  restrict  the  disclosure  of  clas- 
sified information  and  would  deny  se- 
curity clearances  to  people  and 
wouldn't  tell  them  why  they  had  been 
denied.  Have  you  seen  these  and  do 
you  have  any  recommendations? 

A.  What  was  the  latter  part  of  it? 

Q.  It  would  deny  people  the  rea- 
sons they've  been  refused  security 
clearance. 

A.  I  have  not  seen  that,  no. 

Q.  Do  you  have  recommenda- 
tions— 

A.  And  it  would  not  be  available  to 
them  on  a  Freedom  of  Information  basis? 

Q.  Apparently  not. 

A.  I  think  we  ought  to  at  least  look 
at  it.  I  have  not  seen  that.  I  am  aware 
of  proposals  to  re-issue  an  Executive 
order — maybe  it's  already  been  done — 
similar  to  the  order  the  Reagan  Admin- 
istration issued  with  respect  to  timely 
notification  of  covert  action  to  the  Con- 
gress. Is  this  embraced  within  the  con- 
text of  that  E  xecutive  order? 

Q.  Your  comment  about  the  zero 
defense  budget;  was  there  anything  in 
the  discussions  today  which  might  al- 
low Mr.  Mulroney  to  take  a  similar 
kind  of  action?  He's  under  some 
spending  pressure  here.  Defense  ex- 
penditures are  — 

A.  There  was  no  discussion.  The 
meeting  took  note  of  the  respective 
percentages  of  GNP  that  are  devoted 
to  defense. 

Q.  Could  the  advanced  missile 
testing  have  brought  the  government 
here  under  some  pressure  as  a  desta- 
bilizing and  possibly  an  offensive  sys- 
tem as  differentiated  from  a  defensive 
system?  Did  that  come  up? 


A.  The  President  expressed  his  ap- 
preciation for  what's  taken  place  in  that 
regard.  Of  course,  it's  the  view  of  the 
United  States  that  it  is  defensive  and 
that  that  testing  is  extraordinarily  im- 
portant in  terms  of  the  NATO  deter- 
rence and  in  terms  of  our  national 
security  interests. 

Q.  The  NATO  allies  are  going  to 
ask  you  what  effect  the  zero  growth 
defense  budget  is  going  to  have  on 
U.S.  troop  strength  in  Europe  and  so 
forth.  What  are  you  going  to  tell 
them? 

A.  We're  going  to  tell  them  we  hope 
it  doesn't  have  any  adverse  effect  at  all 
on  force  structure  and  that  generally 
what  we  have — that's  what  we  believe  as 
a  result  of  our  consultations  with  the 
Chiefs  [of  Staff]  and  with  officials  at  the 
Department  of  Defense. 

Q.  [West  German]  Chancellor 
Kohl  said  in  an  interview  today  that 
he  didn't  think  that  Germany  had  to 
make  a  decision  on  Lance  moderniza- 
tion until  1991  or  so,  1992.  Did  you  dis- 
cuss this  with  Mr.  Mulroney,  and  how 
is  this  going  to  affect  U.S.  — 

A.  No.  What  time  did  he  make  that 
statement? 

Q.  It  was  an  interview  in  today's 

Financial  Times. 

A.  No,  that  did  not  come  up  in  the 
discussions. 

Q.  How  is  this  going  to  affect 
U.S.  policy  as  you  — 

A.  One  of  the  purposes  of  my  trip  is 
to  discuss  issues  just  such  as  that.  So  I 
can't  tell  you  how  it's  going  to  affect  U.S. 
policy  until  I  complete  the  trip. 


!Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  Feb.  20,  1989. 
2Press  release  15  of  Feb.  14.  ■ 
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Visit  of  Japanese  Prime  Minister 


Prime  Minister  Noboru  Takeshita 
of  Japan  made  an  official  working  visit 
to  Washington,  D.C.,  February  IS, 
1989,  to  meet  with  President  Bush  and 
other  government  officials. 

Following  are  remarks  made  by 
the  President  and  the  Prime  Minister 
after  their  meeting  on  February  2.x 

President  Bush 

Let  me  begin  by  expressing  once 
again,  on  behalf  of  the  American  peo- 
ple, the  condolences  on  the  passing  of 
Emperor  Showa,  a  most  gentle  man  of 
great  learning.  I  look  forward  to  call- 
ing on  the  new  Emperor  when  I  visit 
Japan  later  this  month. 

It  has  been  a  pleasure  and  honor 
for  Barbara  and  me  to  welcome  you, 
Mr.  Prime  Minister,  to  the  White 
House.  You  are  one  of  our  first  official 
visitors,  and  this  reflects  the  impor- 
tance I  place  on  the  relations  between 
our  two  countries,  the  strength  of  our 
nations'  ties,  and  the  promise  that  our 
relationship  holds  for  the  future  of  the 
world. 

Two  weeks  ago,  here  in  Washing- 
ton, the  United  States  conducted  a  rit- 
ual that  spoke  of  both  continuity  and 


change.  For  the  41st  time  in  200  years, 
the  United  States  swore  in  a  new  Presi- 
dent. And  in  the  transition  from  one 
President  to  the  next,  we  Americans 
reaffirmed  the  strength  of  our  democ- 
racy and  our  commitment  to  values  on 
which  it  was  built.  Japan  and  the  world 
can  count  on  the  United  States  to  con- 
tinue to  work  for  peace,  democracy, 
freedom,  and  justice  around  the  world. 
The  scope  of  America's  vision  is  global, 
and  we  will  continue  to  shoulder  the 
obligations  that  belong  to  a  global 
power. 

Continuity  will  also  be  the  mark  of 
relations  between  the  United  States 
and  Japan.  On  occasion  we  may  have 
differences,  but  these  are  the  differ- 
ences of  friends.  And  in  the  last  40 
years,  our  two  nations  have  been  truly 
close  friends.  The  peace  and  prosperity 
we  both  enjoy  today  are  among  the 
fruits  of  that  friendship.  Simply  put: 
We  respect  one  another.  We  need  one 
another.  And  we  will  continue  to  work 
together  for  the  good  of  our  peoples 
and  of  all  humanity. 

During  this  visit,  the  Prime  Minis- 
ter and  I  worked  on  the  continuing 
business  of  the  friendship  between  our 
countries.  We  confirmed  that  the  trea- 


ty of  mutual  security  and  cooperation  is 
the  foundation  of  our  relationship.  I 
noted  the  importance  of  allies  assum- 
ing greater  responsibilities  in  the 
cause  of  peace.  The  Prime  Minister  and 
I  agreed  that  these  responsibilities 
take  many  forms.  In  this  regard,  I  ap- 
plaud Japan's  pledge  to  make  further 
significant  increases  in  overseas  devel- 
opment assistance  programs.  At  the 
same  time,  we  believe  that  the  most 
powerful  engine  for  economic  develop- 
ment and  growth — in  fact,  the  only  en- 
gine that  works — is  the  entrepreneur, 
large  and  small.  And  entrepreneurship 
is  a  product  not  of  massive  aid  packages 
but  of  free  and  open  economies  that  do 
not  carry  crushing  burdens  of  taxation 
and  regulation  and  that  maintain  the 
rule  of  law,  including  contract  and 
property  law. 

Along  these  lines,  we  agreed  on 
the  importance  of  supporting  democra- 
cy and  sustained  growth  and  reform  in 
the  Philippines.  Toward  this  end,  we 
pledge  to  make  every  effort  to  launch 
the  multilateral  assistance  initiative 
for  the  Philippines  this  year. 

The  Prime  Minister  and  I  reviewed 
the  progress  our  nations  have  achieved 
in  bringing  our  economies  into  better 
balance  and  in  further  opening  our 
markets  to  each  other's  goods  and  serv- 
ices. We  also  recognize  the  need  for 
continued  policy  efforts  in  these  areas. 
The  Prime  Minister  reaffirmed  Japan's 
determination  to  promote  strong  do- 
mestic growth  and  structural  adjust- 
ments. And  I  told  him  that  I  am 
determined  to  reduce  our  budget 
deficit. 

In  the  area  of  multilateral  coopera- 
tion, we  agreed  that  we  would  continue 
to  coordinate  policies  through  estab- 
lished settings,  especially  the  economic 
summit.  We  will  look  forward  to  the 
next  summit  meeting,  which  will  be 
held  in  Paris.  We  also  agreed  on  the  im- 
portance for  continued  global  prosper- 
ity of  a  successful  Uruguay  Round. 
And  we  agreed  on  the  importance  of 
frequent  consultation  at  all  levels  on 
economic  issues. 

All  in  all,  our  talks  were  positive 
and  forthright,  befitting  close  allies. 
The  Prime  Minister  and  I  first  met 
some  time  ago,  and  this  week's  meet- 
ings have  helped  us  become  even  better 
acquainted.  We've  laid  the  groundwork 
for  close  cooperation,  as  we  deal  with 
the  issues  and  the  opportunities  of  the 
last  decade  of  the  20th  century. 
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Prime  Minister  Takeshita2 

I  wish  to  convey  on  behalf  of  the  Japa- 
nese people  my  deepest  appreciation  to 
the  Government  and  people  of  the 
United  States  for  their  expressions  of 
sympathy  and  condolences  on  the  de- 
mise of  Emperor  Showa.  The  people  of 
Japan  are  also  deeply  touched  that  you 
and  Mrs.  Bush  will  attend  the  funeral 
ceremony. 

Looking  back  upon  the  43  years 
since  the  end  of  the  war,  I  am  reminded 
anew  of  the  friendship  and  cooperation 
the  American  people  have  consistently 
extended  to  us  through  the  years.  I  am 
truly  grateful  that  you  have  so  gra- 
ciously invited  us  to  Washington  at 
this  busy  time,  so  soon  after  your 
inauguration. 

I  appreciate  the  remarks  you  have 
just  made  on  the  thoughts  we  shared  in 
our  first  meeting.  Our  first  meeting 
was  truly  promising  in  opening  the 
perspective  into  our  future.  I  believe  it 
marked  a  new  start  for  U.S. -Japan  co- 
operation, which  will  serve  to  help 
ensure  peace  and  prosperity  for  the 
world,  as  we  move  toward  the  21st  cen- 
tury. Fortunately  the  basis  of  our  coop- 
erative relationship  is  firm  and  sound. 
The  Japan-U.S.  security  arrangement, 
upon  which  this  relationship  rests,  has 
never  been  better.  The  successful  solu- 
tions we  have  been  able  to  achieve  re- 
garding bilateral  economic  issues  have 
demonstrated  the  resilience  of  our  rela- 
tionship. Thus,  through  a  dialogue,  is- 
sues between  our  two  countries  can  be 
resolved. 

In  sustaining  noninflationary 
growth  of  the  international  economy 
and  in  reducing  external  imbalances  in 
our  economies,  the  President  and  I 
shared  the  view  that  macroeconomic 
policy  coordination  is  of  crucial  impor- 
tance. I  stated  to  the  President  that 
the  Japanese  economy  will  continue  to 
grow  through  strong  domestic  demand, 
that  imports  are  expected  to  continue 
to  increase,  and  that  structure  adjust- 
ment efforts  will  be  further  enhanced. 
The  President  stated  that  he  will  make 
determined  efforts  to  reduce  the  budg- 
et deficit. 

The  world  faces  a  number  of  chal- 
lenges but  is  rich  with  promises.  In 
your  words:  The  new  breeze  is  blowing. 
You  and  I  share  the  conviction  that  now 
is  the  time  for  Japan  and  the  United 
States  to  further  strengthen  policy 
coordination  and  to  joint  endeavors 
in  order  to  create  a  better  world. 

We  will  consult  closely  on  our  poli- 
cies toward  the  Soviet  Union,  which  of- 


fers new  challenges  and  opportunities 
for  East-West  relations.  We  will  work 
together  to  ensure  peace  and  prosper- 
ity in  Asia,  the  Middle  East,  Central 
and  South  America,  and  other  parts  of 
the  world.  We  will  work  together  to 
strengthen  the  free  trading  system 
and  agree  to  cooperate  closely  for  the 
progress  of  the  Uruguay  Round 
negotiations. 

No  nation  can  substitute  for  the 
United  States  as  the  leader  of  the  de- 
mocracies around  the  world.  I  look  to 
you,  Mr.  President,  for  wise  and  firm 
leadership,  and  you  will  have  my  full 
support.  For  my  part,  I  will  continue  to 


pursue  my  diplomatic  goal  of  Japan  con- 
tributing more  to  the  world. 

Japan  and  the  United  States  have  a 
number  of  common  tasks  ahead.  To- 
gether we  must  take  those  initiatives  to 
solve  the  many  problems  facing  our 
world.  Our  meeting  today  confirmed 
that  if  our  two  peoples  work  together, 
hand-in-hand,  there  is  nothing  we  can- 
not achieve. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  Feb.  6,  1989. 

2Prime  Minister  Takeshita  spoke  in 
Japanese,  and  his  remarks  were  translated 
by  an  interpreter.  ■ 


East  Asia,  the  Pacific,  and  the  U.S.: 
An  Economic  Partnership 


Overview 

The  economies  of  the  East  Asian  and 
Pacific  region1  are  important  in  the  in- 
ternational trade  of  the  United  States 
and  play  a  large  and  growing  role  in 
the  world  economy.  During  the  past 
two  to  three  decades,  much  of  the  re- 
gion has  experienced  rapid  economic 
growth,  sometimes  more  than  10%  per 
year,  largely  because  most  East 
Asian  governments  are  committed  to 
outward-looking  and  market-oriented 
policies.  Their  combined  gross  national 
product  is  now  about  three-quarters  of 
U.S.  total  output.  Japan  is  the  major 
economic  power  in  the  region.  Other 
East  Asian  economies — such  as 
South  Korea,  Taiwan,  Hong  Kong,  and 
Singapore — are  emulating  its  success- 
ful model  of  high  rates  of  savings  and 
investment,  more  efficient  and  ad- 
vanced industry,  high-technology  ex- 
ports, and  increased  educational  and 
technical  training.  China  also  has  been 
attempting  to  transform  its  economy 
along  market  lines  and  has  experienced 
high  rates  of  economic  growth. 

East  Asian  exports  have  pene- 
trated almost  every  corner  of  the  globe. 
Since  1983  U.S. -East  Asian  trade 
across  the  Pacific  has  exceeded  our 
trade  across  the  Atlantic.  In  1987  U.S. 
trade  with  East  Asia,  which  accounted 
for  :i57c  of  our  global  commerce,  was 
greater  than  with  any  other  region.  At 
the  same  time,  the  U.S.  trade  deficit 
with  East  Asia  was  $107  billion,  more 
than  609S  of  our  worldwide  trade 
shortfall. 


East  Asian  economic  success  has 
been  accompanied  by  the  growth  of  de- 
mocracy in  the  region.  New  democratic 
governments  in  the  Philippines  and 
South  Korea  exemplify  this  trend  to- 
ward greater  popular  participation  in 
the  political  process.  This  economic 
and  political  progress  is  buttressed  by 
various  bilateral  military  arrange- 
ments with  the  United  States,  which 
provide  security  and  stability  in  the 
region. 

The  economic  growth  and  political 
development  of  East  Asian  countries 
and  areas  will  likely  give  the  region  an 
even  greater  role  in  world  affairs  in  the 
years  leading  up  to  the  21st  century. 
Their  exports,  technological  advances, 
capital,  foreign  investment,  and  eco- 
nomic assistance  will  have  an  increas- 
ing impact  on  other  regions  and  on 
international  trade  and  finance.  The 
United  States  hopes  that  the  region 
will  take  the  lead  in  further  reducing 
its  trade  barriers,  either  unilaterally 
or  in  the  current  Uruguay  Round  of 
multilateral  trade  negotiations  under 
the  auspices  of  the  General  Agreement 
on  Tariffs  and  Trade  (GATT).  A  more 
open  international  trading  system  will 
enhance  East  Asia's  future  economic 
development  and  lessen  the  U.S.  trade 
imbalance  with  the  region. 

The  United  States  will  continue  to 
be  the  major  power  in  the  Pacific,  even 
though  the  rapid  growth  of  the  East 
Asian  economies  has  lessened  our  rela- 
tive economic  position.  The  U.S.  mar- 
ket will  probably  remain  the  largest  for 
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East  Asian  exports,  but  it  is  not  likely 
to  absorb  their  future  rapid  growth  to 
the  extent  that  it  did  earlier  in  this 
decade.  The  United  States  will  contin- 
ue to  be  an  important  source  of 
investment,  high  technology,  and  man- 
ufacturing facilities  for  East  Asia,  and 
our  service  industries  are  poised  for  an 
expanded  role  in  the  region.  Addi- 
tionally, it  remains  an  educational  mag- 
net: 39%  of  all  foreign  students  in  the 
United  States  are  East  Asians.  The 
mutually  beneficial  partnership  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  East  Asia, 
both  multilaterally  and  through  many 
personal  ties  and  experiences,  contrib- 
utes to  developing  a  stronger  inter- 
national economic  system  and  the 
strengthening  of  democratic  institu- 
tions among  our  allies  and  friends. 
A  sense  of  interdependence  is 
evolving  among  the  economies  of  East 


Asia  and  the  Pacific.  The  Association  of 
South  East  Asian  Nations  (ASEAN) 
has  fostered  cooperation  among  its 
members  and  dialogue  with  govern- 
ments in  the  Pacific  basin  and  with  oth- 
er developed  countries.  Community 
consciousness  also  has  contributed  to 
the  formation  and  development  of  other 
organizations,  such  as  the  Pacific  Basin 
Economic  Council  and  the  Pacific  Eco- 
nomic Cooperation  Conference.  Future 
cooperation  in  the  region  could  come 
from  dialogue  in  some  kind  of  new  Pa- 
cific basin  forum  on  various  topics  of 
mutual  interest: 

•  Structural  economic  policies, 
such  as  privatization  of  public  enter- 
prises and  lowering  of  trade  barriers, 
that  would  promote  further  growth,  ef- 
ficiency, private  sector  initiatives,  and 
free  trade; 


•  Deregulation  and  improvement  of 
transportation  systems  to  facilitate  the 
movement  of  goods,  people,  and  infor- 
mation throughout  the  region; 

•  Promotion  of  educational  ex- 
changes with  the  United  States;  and 

•  Protection  of  natural  resources 
and  the  environment. 

The  United  States  hopes  to  partici- 
pate with  all  market-oriented  govern- 
ments of  the  region  in  the  development 
of  this  dialogue  and  the  establishment 
of  a  mutually  beneficial  East  Asian/ 
Pacific  agenda  in  the  coming  years. 

Japan 

Because  of  its  strength  as  the  second 
largest  economy  in  the  noncommunist 
world,  Japan  is  the  major  economic 
power  in  East  Asia.  The  combined  GNP 
of  the  United  States  and  Japan  totals 
about  35%  of  world  output.  The  two 
countries  have  close  economic,  politi- 
cal, cultural,  and  security  ties.  This  al- 
liance has  been  and  will  continue  to  be 
the  cornerstone  of  U.S.  policies  in  East 
Asia. 

Japan's  strong  export  performance 
since  the  1960s  has  been  the  envy  of  de- 
veloped and  developing  countries.  Ja- 
pan's share  of  world  exports  is  now 
more  than  10%,  about  twice  its  share  of 
20  years  ago.  U.S. -Japanese  trade  has 
grown  to  $116  billion  in  1987,  second 
only  to  U.S. -Canadian  commerce.  Our 
trade  deficit  with  Japan,  which  began 
in  1965,  has  increased  to  almost  $60  bil- 
lion per  year  in  1986-87,  although  it  is 
now  coming  down  slowly. 

The  U.S.  Government  aims  to  in- 
crease U.S.  exports  to  Japan.  During 
the  past  4  years,  U.S. -Japanese  trade 
negotiations  have  opened  Japanese  mar- 
kets for  U.S.  exports  of  such  items  as 
drugs,  medical  equipment,  semiconduc- 
tors, telecommunications  equipment, 
beef,  and  citrus  products.  In  addition, 
American  goods  have  become  more 
competitive  in  Japan  because  of  the  de- 
preciation of  the  dollar  and  greater 
U.S.  attention  to  the  quality  of  our  ex- 
port products.  Although  much  progress 
has  been  made,  the  United  States  con- 
tinues to  call  upon  Japan  to  implement 
further  trade  liberalization  and  to  ex- 
pand its  domestic  markets.  The  U.S. 
Government  has  pointed  out  that  such 
measures  would  benefit  Japan,  the 
United  States,  and  the  international 
trading  system. 
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According  to  U.S.  data,  the  stock 
of  direct  investment  in  each  other's 
economies  grew  rapidly  to  $43  billion 
by  the  end  of  1987,  almost  three  times 
more  than  in  1982.  Japan's  direct  in- 
vestment in  the  United  States  was 
nearly  $31  billion  at  the  end  of  1987. 
There  are  Japanese-owned  manufactur- 
ing facilities  in  40  U.S.  States,  employ- 
ing more  than  100,000  Americans. 
Productive  foreign  investment  can 
bring  better  jobs,  more  efficient  opera- 
tions, greater  choice  of  quality  goods  at 
competitive  prices,  and  the  transfer  of 
capital  and  technology  to  us.  They  also 
reflect  the  growing  linkages  between 
the  two  economies. 

The  United  States  and  Japan  have 
worked  to  coordinate  their  economic 
policies  and  exchange  rates  to  assure 
stable  economic  growth.  For  example, 
the  two  countries  agreed  in  October 
1986  that  Japan  should  cut  interest 
rates  while  increasing  government 
spending  and  that  the  United  States 
should  continue  to  seek  reductions  in 
its  budget  deficit,  in  order  to  reduce 
their  large  external  imbalances.  This 
cooperation  has  been  bolstered  by 
semiannual  subcabinet  economic  meet- 


ings, numerous  trade  negotiations,  and 
other  official  contacts  between  the  two 
countries. 

Japan  has  become  a  major  source  of 
economic  aid,  primarily  to  other  coun- 
tries in  Asia.  At  the  Toronto  economic 
summit  in  June  1988,  Japanese  Prime 
Minister  Noboru  Takeshita  outlined  a 
new  program  of  $50  billion  in  official 
development  assistance  over  the  next  5 
years.  The  Government  of  Japan  in- 
tends to  increase  the  grant  component 
of  this  assistance,  require  fewer  condi- 
tions on  its  loans,  and  provide  $1  billion 
in  debt  relief  to  the  poorest  developing 
countries.  Japan  is  likely  to  become  the 
world's  largest  aid  donor  in  1989.  The 
United  States  welcomes  this  develop- 
ment as  part  of  our  interest  in  having 
our  allies  make  a  greater  contribution 
to  common  global  interests.  We  hope 
that  Japan  will  extend  a  greater  pro- 
portion of  its  expanded  foreign  aid  pro- 
gram on  a  grant  basis. 

China 

During  the  past  decade,  the  United 
States  and  the  People's  Republic  of  Chi- 
na (P.R.C.)  have  enjoyed  a  significant 
expansion  in  economic  relations.  The 


United  States  is  China's  third  largest 
trading  partner.  In  1988  our  bilateral 
trade  exceeded  $13  billion,  nearly  a 
seven-fold  increase  since  diplomatic  re- 
lations were  normalized  10  years  ago. 
In  the  same  period,  U.S.  investment 
committed  to  China  increased  to  more 
than  $3  billion  and  has  focused  on  ener- 
gy exploration,  electronics,  textiles, 
food  processing,  hotels,  and  construc- 
tion. This  relationship  has  been 
achieved  without  compromising  our 
friendship  for,  or  cooperation  with,  the 
people  of  Taiwan. 

China  has  had  impressive  economic 
growth  during  the  last  decade,  averag- 
ing nearly  10%  per  year.  Under  the 
leadership  of  Chairman  Deng  Xiaoping, 
the  P.R.C.  has  undertaken  a  series  of 
far-reaching  economic  reforms,  includ- 
ing decentralizing  enterprise  manage- 
ment, relaxing  price  controls,  and 
encouraging  trade  and  investment  with 
market  economies.  As  a  result  of  these 
reforms,  industrial  production  rose 
dramatically,  and  agricultural  output 
expanded  and  diversified.  Recently, 
however,  China  postponed  further  price 
reforms  in  an  effort  to  bring  inflation 
under  control.  In  1988  the  annual  offi- 
cial inflation  rate  was  about  20%  na- 


Economic  Indicators,  1987 

(U.S.  $  millions,  unless  otherwise  indicated) 


Population 

(millions) 

GNP 

Real  GNP 

Growth 

(%) 

GNP  Per 
Capita 

(U.S.$) 

Consumer  Price 
Inflation 

(%) 

Exports 

(f.o.b.) 

Imports 
(c.i.f.) 

Trade 
Balance 

U.S. 

Exports 

U.S. 
Imports 

U.S.  Trade 
Balance 

ASEAN1 

301.0 

199,827 

5.4 

663 

- 

83,354 

79,751 

3,603 

9,840 

18,052 

(8,212) 

Australia 

15.9 

195,521 

4.4 

12,100 

7.1 

26,433 

29,350 

(2,917) 

5,467 

3,287 

2,180 

China 

1,074.0 

293,383 

9.4 

273 

7.3 

39,542 

43,392 

(3,850) 

3,488 

6,911 

(3,423) 

Hong  Kong12 

5.7 

46,196 

13.6 

8,230 

5.5 

48,478 

48,467 

11 

3,983 

10,490 

(6,507) 

Indonesia1 

170.4 

65,291 

3.0 

383 

8.0 

17,600 

13,100 

4,500 

764 

3,719 

(2,955) 

Japan 

121.1 

2,384,500 

4.2 

19,537 

0.1 

229,100 

149,200 

79,900 

28,200 

88,074 

(59,874) 

Korea 

42.1 

118,300 

12.6 

2,830 

3.0 

47,282 

41,021 

6,261 

7,665 

17,991 

(10,326) 

Malaysia1 

16.5 

29,800 

4.7 

1,750 

0.8 

17,897 

12,670 

5,227 

1,895 

3,053 

(1,158) 

New  Zealand1-3 

3.3 

35,200 

-    0.9 

10,700 

13.5 

7,196 

7,233 

(37) 

815 

1,180 

(365) 

Philippines1 

57.7 

33,398 

5.7 

595 

7.4 

5,720 

7,715 

(1,455) 

1,584 

2,481 

(897) 

Singapore1 

2.6 

19,398 

8.8 

7,413 

0.9 

28,622 

32,487 

(3,865) 

4,023 

6,395 

(2,372) 

Taiwan 

19.7 

97,200 

11.2 

4,925 

0.2 

52,100 

33,000 

19,100 

7,186 

26,406 

(19,220) 

Thailand1 

53.7 

47,000 

6.6 

875 

2.5 

11,719 

13,023 

(1,777) 

1,483 

2,387 

(904) 

United  States 


243.9        4,487,700 


4.0       18,400 


4.4 


252,866     424,082      (171,216) 


1  Product  data  are  on  gross  domestic  product  (GDP),  rather  than  gross  national  product  (GNP). 

2  Total  exports  include  reexports;  total  domestic  exports  were  $19,700  million. 

3  GDP  for  fiscal  year  ending  March  31, 1988. 

Sources:  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  U.S.  Embassies,  International  Monetary  Fund,  East  Asian  and  Pacific  governments 
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tionwide  and  25-30%  in  urban  areas. 
Despite  China's  opening  to  the  West, 
opportunities  to  trade  with  and  invest 
in  China  are  restricted  in  many  impor- 
tant ways  by  Chinese  law  and  practice. 

China  continues  to  be  strongly  in- 
terested in  acquiring  state-of-the-art 
technology  in  order  to  modernize  key 
sectors  of  its  economy.  In  recent  years, 
the  United  States  has  liberalized  con- 
trols on  the  export  of  high-technology 
items  to  China.  Chinese  imports  of 
computers  and  sophisticated  electronic 
equipment  have  increased  dramatically. 

The  United  States  and  China  have 
the  largest  bilateral  science  and  tech- 
nology cooperation  program  of  its  kind 
for  each  side,  with  some  400  coopera- 
tive activities  under  30  bilateral  agree- 
ments. For  example,  a  December  1985 
agreement  provides  for  cooperation  in 
the  peaceful  uses  of  nuclear  energy. 
More  than  30,000  Chinese  students  cur- 
rently are  enrolled  in  U.S.  universities, 
while  roughly  7,000  Americans  are 
studying  or  teaching  in  the  P.R.C. 

Four  Asian  "Tigers" 

The  newly  industrialized  economies  of 
South  Korea,  Taiwan,  Hong  Kong,  and 
Singapore  are  often  referred  to  as  the 
four  Asian  "tigers"  or  "dragons."  Their 
success  stems  in  large  part  from  a 
commitment  to  private  sector  and/or 
market-oriented  economic  policies  that 
have  resulted  in  very  rapid  growth  of 
industries  and  exports  as  well  as  the 
unleashing  of  human  resources. 

In  recent  years,  the  United  States 
has  played  an  important  part  in  this 
economic  development  by  providing  a 
relatively  open  market  for  their  prod- 
ucts. Our  trade  deficits  with  the  four 
"tigers"  grew  to  $38  billion  in  1987,  ac- 
counted for  primarily  by  deficits  with 
Taiwan  ($19.2  billion)  and  South  Korea 
($10.3  billion).  As  these  two  have  be- 
come stronger  economically,  they  have 
begun  to  lower  their  trade  barriers  and 
make  their  exchange  rates  more  realis- 
tic, but  they  need  to  do  more  on  both 
fronts  to  reduce  their  trade  imbalances 
with  the  United  States. 


South  Korea.  The  Republic  of  Ko- 
rea has  witnessed  astounding  economic 
changes  in  this  decade  as  real  GNP  has 
doubled.  In  the  process,  Korea  has  be- 
come America's  seventh  largest  trading 
partner  among  individual  countries.  It 
now  exports  high-technology  goods, 
such  as  automobiles  and  electronics,  to 
the  United  States,  Japan,  and  else- 
where. Soaring  per  capita  income,  de- 
clining unemployment,  and  reduced 
foreign  debt  have  allowed  Korea  to 
move  in  the  direction  of  a  more  liber- 
alized economy.  During  the  past  year, 
South  Korea  has  made  the  transition  to 
democracy  by  restoring  freedom  to  the 
media  and  providing  for  full  participa- 
tion in  elections.  A  multiparty  political 
system  has  emerged.  The  United 
States  fully  supports  these  political  de- 
velopments while  continuing  to  provide 
military  support  under  a  bilateral  secu- 
rity agreement. 

Taiwan.  The  people  of  Taiwan  have 
generated  enviable  economic  growth, 
averaging  nearly  double-digit  annual 
rates  since  the  1950s.  As  elsewhere  in 
East  Asia,  industry  has  expanded  and 
produced  higher  value-added  products. 
Taiwan's  authorities  have  lowered  tar- 
iffs, relaxed  foreign  exchange  controls, 
strengthened  the  protection  of  intellec- 
tual property,  encouraged  export  diver- 
sification, and  appreciated  the 
currency  (40%  against  the  U.S.  dollar 
since  1985).  Although  U.S.  exports  to 
Taiwan  have  increased,  our  trade  defi- 
cit with  Taiwan  was  $19  billion  in  1987. 
Taiwan's  foreign  exchange  reserves  at 
the  end  of  1988  were  about  $75  billion, 
exceeded  only  by  Japan.  Taiwan's  politi- 
cal system  has  become  more  open 
in  recent  years.  The  United  States  wel- 
comes Taiwan's  economic  and  political 
modernization  but  has  urged  its  leaders 
to  lower  trade  barriers  further  and  al- 
low a  more  realistic  exchange  rate. 

Hong  Kong  and  Singapore.  These 
two  "city  states"  also  have  experienced 
rapid  economic  development;  they  have 
the  highest  per  capita  GNPs  among  the 
newly  industrialized  economies.  Lack- 
ing natural  resources,  the  accomplish- 
ments of  Hong  Kong  and  Singapore 


have  been  largely  due  to  strong  market 
orientation  and  hard-working  and  disci- 
plined labor  forces.  Savings  and  invest- 
ment rates  in  Singapore  are  among  the 
highest  in  the  world.  Hong  Kong  and 
Singapore  are  extremely  successful  ex- 
amples of  the  virtues  of  export-led 
growth.  Their  economies,  which  have 
almost  completely  free  markets  and 
which  center  around  very  busy  ports, 
are  totally  dependent  on  the  mainte- 
nance of  an  open  international  trading 
system.  Both  Hong  Kong's  domestic  ex- 
ports and  reexports  from  China  have 
skyrocketed  in  the  past  20  years. 

ASEAN  Countries 

More  than  300  million  people  live  in  the 
six  nations  which  make  up  the  Associa- 
tion of  South  East  Asian  Nations — the 
Philippines,  Indonesia,  Malaysia,  Thai- 
land, Singapore,  and  Brunei.  The 
ASEAN  countries  are  rich  in  natural 
resources,  possess  talented  and  hard- 
working populations,  and,  to  a  large  ex- 
tent, have  pursued  market-oriented  de- 
velopment policies.  Since  1977  these 
nations  have  averaged  annual  real  GNP 
growth  of  more  than  5%,  one  of  the  eco- 
nomic success  stories  among  developing 
countries. 

The  United  States  has  maintained 
cooperative  economic  relations  with  the 
ASEAN  countries.  We  continue  to  be 
the  largest  consumer  for  ASEAN  man- 
ufactures. U.S. -ASEAN  trade,  ex- 
panding rapidly,  was  about  $28  billion 
in  1987,  making  ASEAN  our  seventh 
most  important  trading  partner.  Unfor- 
tunately, most  ASEAN  countries  (not 
including  Singapore  and  Brunei)  retain 
relatively  high  tariff  barriers  and  other 
nontariff  constraints.  U.S.  direct  in- 
vestment in  ASEAN  economies  totaled 
approximately  $10  billion  at  the  end  of 
1987.  Many  U.S.  companies  manufac- 
ture increasingly  higher  technology 
products  and  components  in  ASEAN 
countries  for  reexport  to  the  United 
States  and  other  markets.  The  United 
States  has  engaged  in  regular  econom- 
ic dialogue  with  ASEAN.  In  addition, 
we  are  engaged  in  the  U.S. -ASEAN 
initiative,  a  broad-gauged  study  of  our 
economic  relationship,  including  analy- 
sis of  possible  liberalization  measures 
both  sides  can  take  to  strengthen  it. 
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The  Philippines.  After  years  of 
declining  economic  health,  the  Philip- 
pines increased  its  real  GNP  by  almost 
69c  in  1987;  even  stronger  growth  is  an- 
ticipated in  1988.  President  Corazon 
Aquino's  government  has  instituted  fis- 
cal and  market-opening  reforms,  but 
more  could  be  done  to  make  the  econ- 
omy more  efficient  and  dynamic  and  to 
encourage  foreign  investment.  Unem- 
ployment and  underemployment  remain 
serious  problems.  The  Philippines  has  a 
large  external  debt  totaling  approx- 
imately $30  billion.  The  United  States 
has  strongly  supported  the  transition 
to  democracy  in  the  Philippines  during 
the  past  3  years. 

The  U.S.  Government  is  providing 
the  Philippines  with  high  levels  of  eco- 
nomic and  security  assistance — about 
$400  million  during  FY  1988— as  part 
of  our  effort  to  maintain  mutually  ben- 
eficial economic,  political,  and  security 
relations.  U.S.  military  facilities  in  the 
Philippines  are  very  important  to  U.S. 
defense  interests  in  the  Pacific,  a  large 
part  of  the  Philippines'  and  the  region's 
defenses,  and  the  source  of  substantial 
economic  benefits — employing  more 
than  68,000  Filipinos  and  injecting 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  into  the 
local  economy.  The  U.S.  Government 
also  has  taken  the  lead  in  calling  on  its 
friends  and  allies  to  increase  aid,  pro- 
mote investment,  and  open  markets  to 
Philippine  exports. 

Indonesia.  The  Indonesian 
economy — the  largest  though  least  de- 
veloped (in  terms  of  annual  per  capita 
income)  among  ASEAN  members — has 
faced  the  challenge  of  lower  and  fluctu- 
ating oil  prices  since  1983.  In  order  to 
promote  growth,  the  Government  of  In- 
donesia has  undertaken  sweeping 
structural  reforms,  restrained  public 
spending,  maintained  currency  con- 
vertibility, encouraged  foreign  invest- 
ment and  capital  market  development, 
and  instituted  a  series  of  trade,  bank- 
ing, and  tax  reforms.  The  United 
States  welcomes  these  initiatives.  Indo- 
nesia has  boosted  non-oil  exports, 
which  now  account  for  more  than  one- 
half  of  its  export  earnings.  External 
debt  has  risen  sharply  in  recent  years 
to  about  $45  billion  at  the  end  of  1988. 


Malaysia.  The  Malaysian  economy 
is  moving  from  dependence  on  commod- 
ities (such  as  tin  and  rubber)  to  a  light 
manufacturing  base.  Electronics  prod- 
ucts have  become  the  largest  export 
earner.  Malaysia  had  a  1987  trade  sur- 
plus of  more  than  $5  billion.  Commerce 
with  the  United  States  has  grown  rap- 
idly. Real  GNP  growth  was  nearly  5% 
in  1987  and  is  expected  to  be  higher  in 
1988.  The  country's  financial  condition 
remains  solid  because  the  government 
has  pursued  responsible  fiscal  policies. 

Thailand.  Thailand  had  economic 
growth  of  almost  7%  in  1987,  and  pros- 
pects are  even  better  for  1988.  The 
government  has  promoted  export  diver- 
sification and  encouraged  foreign  in- 
vestment. Foreign  exchange  earnings 
from  tourism  soared  in  1987  to  nearly 
$2  billion.  The  United  States  is  Thai- 
land's largest  export  market.  However, 
the  Thais  are  very  concerned  about 
U.S.  agricultural  subsidies,  partic- 
ularly for  rice,  and  the  threat  of  U.S. 
import  restrictions,  especially  on  tex- 
tiles. The  main  recent  U.S.  concern 
about  our  trade  with  Thailand  has  been 
lack  of  Thai  protection  of  U.S.  intellec- 
tual property  rights,  such  as  copyrights 
and  patent  protection  of  U.S.  phar- 
maceutical products. 


South  Pacific 

Australia.  The  main  source  of  strength 
in  the  Australian  economy  is  its  export 
sector,  especially  agricultural  products 
and  raw  materials.  Exports  increased 
by  19%  in  1987.  About  one-half  of  Aus- 
tralian merchandise  exports  go  to  11 
Asian  nations,  principally  Japan.  How- 
ever, Australia  remains  an  important 
trading  partner  with  the  United 
States.  It  is  one  of  the  few  Pacific  coun- 
tries with  which  the  United  States  has 
a  sizable  and  consistent  trade  surplus. 
The  Australian  Government  has  under- 
taken significant  economic  reforms,  in- 
cluding a  program  of  phased  tariff 
reductions.  It  has  complained  about 
subsidized  U.S.  agricultural  exports 
that  restrict  Australian  sales.  Our  long 
and  cooperative  alliance  relationship 
with  Australia  is  based  on  mutual  eco- 
nomic, political,  and  security  interests. 


New  Zealand.  Prime  Minister 
David  Lange's  government  has  insti- 
tuted far-reaching  reforms,  including 
decreases  in  protectionism,  less  gov- 
ernment spending,  and  better  manage- 
ment of  the  public  sector,  in  order  to 
achieve  more  efficient  resource  alloca- 
tion and  to  reduce  inflation.  As  a  re- 
sult, real  GNP  was  down  slightly  in 
1987  and  is  expected  to  decline  further 
in  1988.  New  Zealand  remains  heavily 
dependent  on  agricultural  exports.  Ja- 
pan, Australia,  and  the  United  States 
account  for  about  one-half  of  New  Zea- 
land's trade.  For  many  years,  the 
United  States  and  New  Zealand  were 
military  allies  under  the  Australia- 
New  Zealand-United  States  (ANZUS) 
treaty.  However,  in  1986,  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment suspended  its  security  guar- 
antees to  New  Zealand  under  the 
ANZUS  alliance  because  of  New  Zea- 
land's restrictive  policy  regarding  U.S. 
naval  ship  visits.  The  United  States 
hopes  that  the  New  Zealand  Govern- 
ment will  come  to  realize  the  value  of 
restoring  traditional  alliance 
cooperation. 


'Japan,  China.  South  Korea,  Taiwan, 
Hong  Kong,  Singapore,  the  Philippines,  In- 
donesia, Malaysia.  Thailand,  Australia,  and 
New  Zealand  are  considered  here.  ■ 
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Secretary  Meets  With  NATO  Allies 


S(  cretary  Baker  departed  Ottawa 
on  February  11,  1989,  to  confer  with 
NATO  allies  in  Europe.  He  returned  to 
Washington  on  February  17.  Following 
are  remarks  he  made  on  carious 
occasions  during  the  trip. 


Iceland 


REYKJAVIK, 
FEB.  11,  19891 

Foreign  Minister  Hannibalsson.  Now 

that  our  discussions  are  over,  I  think  it 
is  right  to  mention,  in  a  few  words, 
what  we  touched  upon. 

This  is  the  first  visit  by  the  Ameri- 
can Secretary  of  State  on  his  schedule 
to  visit  the  Foreign  Ministers  of  all  the 
other  NATO  countries.  What  we  main- 
ly talked  about  was  the  period  of 
change  in  the  East-West  relations  that 
we  are  now  experiencing,  the  prepara- 
tions for  the  NATO  leaders'  conference 
in  Brussels  this  spring,  and  then,  first 
and  foremost,  the  NATO  proposals  in 
disarmament  matters,  especially  as  far 
as  the  talks  that  are  now  starting  in 
the  beginning  of  March  in  Vienna  are 
concerned,  which  have  the  main  goals 
of  trying  to  obtain  an  accord  on  conven- 
tional disarmament  and  conventional 
armies  on  the  European  Continent. 

Then  we  talked  about  many  bilat- 
eral issues;  we  talked  about  defense  co- 
operation. We  talked  about  the  whaling 
issue  and  specific  issues  in  that 
context. 

These  were  very  productive  talks, 
and,  as  the  Secretary  of  State  men- 
tioned, these  talks  were  conducted  in  a 
manner  that  is  directed  at  trying  to  es- 
tablish a  personal  working  relationship 
with  his  colleagues  within  NATO,  as 
President  Bush  has  emphasized  that 
the  cooperation  within  NATO  is  one  of 
the  cornerstones  of  U.S.  foreign  policy. 

Secretary  Baker.  Let  me  simply 
say  that  the  minister  and  I  have  had 
very  productive  discussions,  taking 
note  of  the  fact  that  we  have  somewhat 
similar  backgrounds,  by  virtue  of  the 
fact  that  we  both  were  finance  minis- 
ters before  we  became  foreign  minis- 
ters. The  United  States  and  Iceland 
arc  friends  and  allies,  and  together 
we're  founding  members  of  the  NATO 
alliance. 


We  had  wide-ranging  discussions 
on  the  full  range  of  NATO  issues — 
issues  related  to  East-West  matters 
and  the  bilateral  issues,  which  are  at 
the  forefront  of  relationships  between 
the  United  States  and  Iceland. 

I'm  glad  that  this  was  the  first 
country  that  I  was  able  to  visit  outside 
the  North  American  Continent  as  Sec- 
retary of  State  of  the  United  States.  I 
look  forward  to  a  continuing  relation- 
ship with  the  minister  and  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  close,  personal  rela- 
tionship between  us. 

Q.  Were  you  able  to  offer  any  as- 
surance to  the  Icelanders  on  the  ques- 
tion of  off-shore  pollution  from  the 
NATO  base  here  on  Iceland? 

Secretary  Baker.  We  were  able  to 
offer  some  assurance  with  respect  to 
the  ground  water  problem  that  exists. 
The  study  that  is  being  conducted  will 
be  released  sometime  during  the  month 
of  February,  and  we  agreed  that  imme- 
diately upon  release  of  that  report,  we 
would  begin  discussions  to  see  how  we 
can  address  the  problem  together. 

Q.  Did  you  issue  [sic]  the  problem 
of  second  NATO  airport  in  Iceland? 

Secretary  Baker.  We  talked  about 
that  issue  as  well,  and  had  a  full  dis- 
cussion about  that  issue. 

Q.  And  the  results? 

Secretary  Baker.  The  matter  will 
remain  under  consideration.  I  think  the 
minister  is  disposed  to  seeing  the  alter- 
nate airport  located  at  the  best  possible 
location,  as  long  as  it  is  made  quite 
clear  that  there  will  be  no  specific  mili- 
tary requirements  with  respect  to  its 
use.  I  think  that,  ultimately,  those  as- 
surances will  be  forthcoming. 

Q.  Do  you  want  that  airport  in 
Iceland,  or  is  another  country 
possible? 

Secretary  Baker.  It  would  be  pref- 
erable if  it  were  in  Iceland. 


United  Kingdom 


LONDON, 
FEB.  12,  19892 

Foreign  Secretary  Howe.  I  would  like, 
if  I  may,  to  just  make  a  very  short 
statement  saying  that  we  have  been  de- 
lighted to  welcome  the  new  Secretary 


of  State  here  on  his  first  visit  since  his 
appointment.  It  is  part,  of  course,  of 
his  tour  of  NATO  capitals,  so  that  the 
topics  we  have  discussed  have  been 
very  largely  concentrated  in  that 
area — the  handling  of  East-West  rela- 
tions and  the  way  in  which  the  NATO 
alliance  addresses  itself  to  that.  We 
have  taken  the  opportunity  of  talking 
about  as  many  other  things  as  we've 
had  time  to  do,  and  we've  had  an  ex- 
tremely useful  opportunity  of  talking 
together. 

We're  not,  of  course,  strangers,  be- 
cause I  knew  Secretary  of  State  Baker 
when  he  was  Secretary  of  the  Treas- 
ury. We  both  share  a  common  past  of 
being  ex-finance  ministers,  which 
consolidates  the  strength  of  our 
relationship. 

Q.  Have  any  decisions  been 
reached? 

Foreign  Secretary  Howe.  This  is 
not  an  occasion  for  decision-taking;  it  is 
an  occasion  for  reviewing  the  agenda. 
The  Secretary  of  State  would  like  to 
say  something  now. 

Secretary  Baker.  I  would  like  to 
echo  what  Sir  Geoffrey  has  said.  And, 
as  he  has  pointed  out,  we  are,  indeed, 
not  strangers.  We  have  had  an  associa- 
tion through  my  experience  as  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury,  his  as  Chancellor 
of  the  Exchequer  and  as  Secretary  in 
his  current  capacity. 

We  did  concentrate  on  issues  af- 
fecting the  alliance,  but  we  talked 
about  a  whole  wide  range  of  issues  as 
well.  In  answer  to  your  initial  specific 
question,  I  thought  we  had  a  very 
productive  and,  hopefully,  fruitful 
discussion. 

Q.  Did  you  reach  any  consensus 
between  the  United  States  on  how  to 
handle  the  question  of  modernization 
of  the  Lance  missiles  in  Europe? 

Foreign  Secretary  Howe.  No.  This 
is  not  an  occasion  for  us  reaching  spe- 
cific conclusions  on  any  topic.  The  Sec- 
retary of  State  is  on  a  tour  to  the  whole 
range  of  NATO  capitals,  and  we  shall 
be  considering  continuing  our  manage- 
ment of  that  and  other  questions  to- 
gether within  the  alliance  as  always.  I 
think  we  aren't  going  to  have  any  more 
questions,  unless  you  would  like  to  say 
something. 
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Secretary  Baker.  I  would  like  to 
say  just  one  thing.  As  I  have  pointed 
out,  as  I  pointed  out  yesterday,  and  in 
both  Canada  and  Iceland,  this  trip  of 
mine  is  primarily  an  agenda-setting 
trip.  It  gives  us  an  opportunity  to  con- 
sult with  our  NATO  allies  at  a  time 
when  we  are  engaged  in  policy  formula- 
tion in  the  United  States. 

President  Bush,  of  course,  believes 
strongly  in  the  importance  of  the  alli- 
ance. He  would  like  to  do  everything  he 
can  to  maintain  a  strong  alliance  and, 
in  fact,  if  possible,  strengthen  it.  One 
way  to  do  that  is  to  have  true  consulta- 
tions rather  than  simply  briefings  or 
notifications,  and  this  affords  us 
an  opportunity  to  have  those  true 
consultations. 


West  Germany 


BONN, 
FEB.  13,  19893 

I  thought  I  would  give  you  a  readout  on 
our  meeting.  This  will  be  on  the  rec- 
ord. I  apologize  for  not  staying  too 
long,  because  we've  got  the  Defense 
Minister  waiting.  We  ran  about  15  or  20 
minutes  over. 

First  of  all,  I  want  to  say  that  our 
session  was  conducted  in  a  very,  very 
friendly  atmosphere,  because  this  was 
a  meeting  between  old  friends — and 
when  I  say  that,  I'm  using  the  Chancel- 
lor's language  and  not  mine,  but  I  sub- 
scribe to  it.  Fundamentally,  in  my  view, 
the  bottom  line  on  this  meeting  is  that 
the  German-American  partnership  is 
strong.  We  are  strong  partners,  and  we 
trust  one  another. 

We  discussed  the  question  of  the 
Libyan  chemical  weapons  plant  and  the 
actions  that  the  Federal  Republic  has 
taken  with  respect  to  changes  in  their 
export  control  laws  relating  to  the  pun- 
ishment of  offenders,  and  with  respect 
to  a  statement  that  they  are  going  to  is- 
sue in  a  day  or  so,  laying  out  the  full 
facts  as  they  understand  them  sur- 
rounding this  incident.  I  expressed  the 
fact  that  we  were  very  pleased  with  the 
actions  that  they've  taken  as  they  have 
outlined  them  to  us.  We  spent  some 
time  on  that.  We  spent  a  good  bit  of  our 
time  on  discussions  regarding  East- 
West  security. 

And  on  that  score,  I  would  say  to 
you  that  we  had  productive  discussions 


on  East-West  security  matters,  includ- 
ing the  SNF  [short-range  nuclear 
forces]  issue.  We  took  note  of,  of 
course,  and  reaffirmed  the  Brussels- 
NATO  communique  of  1988,  including 
the  importance  of  maintaining  the  for- 
ward defense  and  flexible  response 
strategy.  We  agreed  on  the  need  to 
complete  a  comprehensive  concept  for 
alliance  security  and  arms  control  at 
the  next  NATO  summit,  and  we  agreed 
that  our  discussions  on  these  matters 
will  be  continuing.  The  Chancellor  told 
us,  in  no  uncertain  terms,  that  what  he 
had  said  in  the  Financial  Times  inter- 
view was  exactly  in  line  with  what  was 
said  in  the  NATO  communique  of  May 
1988,  and  several  times  he  said  to  us,  "I 
have  not  changed  my  position."  He  au- 
thorized us  to  say  that  to  you. 

Q.  Does  that  mean  that  the  SNF 
debate  is  simply  behind  you?  That  it 
will  be  dealt  with  in  the  NATO  sum- 
mit and  it  will  no  longer  be  directed 
to— 

A.  It  means  that  there  is  commit- 
ment to  resolve  this  through  further  dis- 
cussions and  negotiations. 

Q.  And  there  won't  be  any  inter- 
im discussions;  it  will  then  be  dealt 
with  in  NATO,  I  mean— 

A.  It  will  be  dealt  with  whenever 
the  next  NATO  summit  is,  in  terms  of 
being  formally  dealt  with,  and  we  would 
expect,  of  course,  to  have  continuing  dis- 
cussions in  the  interim. 

Q.  Do  you  think  you  can  get  Con- 
gress to  support  financially  the  devel- 
opment of  modernization  of  the 
Lance  missile,  if  we  don't  get  a  deci- 
sion or  commitment  to  deploy  it  until, 
say,  1991  or  1992? 

A.  Let's  wait  and  see  what  happens 
at  the  next  NATO  summit,  because  that 
is  the  decision  meeting.  As  I  have  said 
before,  this  trip  was  not  intended  to  be  a 
decision-taking  trip.  These  are  agenda- 
setting  meetings;  they're  consultative 
meetings.  I'm  here  to  listen.  So  we  can't 
answer  that  question  until  we  actually 
have  the  summit — whenever  that's  going 
to  be. 

Q.  1  wanted  follow  up  on  some  of 
the  remarks  you  made  on  the  plane 
yesterday  about  the  START  [strategic 
arms  reduction  talks]  treaty — your 
own  feelings  about  it  and  the  ability 
to  get  it  through  Congress.  I  wonder 
if  you  could  clarify  those  remarks, 
because  there  is  some  confusion. 


A.  If  there  is  any  confusion,  let  me 
set  it  straight.  All  I  intended  to  say — 
and  I  have  said  this  before,  maybe  not  in 
the  confirmation  hearing,  although  I 
said  something  very  close  to  it  in  the 
confirmation  hearing — is  we  want  to 
reexamine  the  negotiating  positions; 
take  a  look  at  what's  on  the  table;  review 
the  bidding,  so  that  when  we  move  for- 
ward, assuming  we  do,  when  we  bring 
back  a  treaty,  we  will  bring  back  one 
that  we  can  get  ratified.  That's  all  I  was 
intending  to  say. 

Q.  You  suggested  in  that  conver- 
sation yesterday  that  there  were 
flaws  in  the  existing  outline  which 
might  not  allow  it  to  make  it  through 
Congress  if  it  were  there  in  its  pres- 
ent form. 

A.  I  think  if  you  read  the  exact  lan- 
guage, and  I  went  back  and  had  it  read 
to  me,  it  is  clear  that  I  expressed  reser- 
vations about  the  potential  ratifiability 
of  the  agreement,  that  we  want  to  make 
certain — 

Q.  — in  its  present  form? 

A.  We  do  have — and  we've  said  this 
many  times — to  make  a  strategic  mod- 
ernization decision  in  the  United  States. 
And  we  have  to  confront  that,  and  we, 
therefore,  will  have  to  take  a  look  at — 
and  I'm  not  saying  that  this  is  a  flaw  in 
our  present  negotiating  positions  or 
anything — but  we  have  taken  a  position 
against  mobile  missiles.  One  of  the 
things  that  we  will  have  to  examine  in 
our  strategic  modernization  review  is 
the  question  of  mobile  missiles.  But  what 
I  was  really  speaking  to  was  the  general 
principle  that  we  want  to  make  certain 
that  whatever  we  bring  back,  we  can  get 
ratified  and  that  we  don't  bring  back  a 
SALT  [strategic  arms  limitation  talks] 
agreement  and  have  that  kind  of  problem 
with  any  START  agreement  that  we 
negotiate. 

Q.  Back  on  SNF,  the  Germans 
are  pushing  for  commitments 
in  the  comprehensive  concept — 
commitments  to  negotiate  on  SNF. 
Are  you  willing  to  support  that? 

A.  You  see,  again,  this  was  not  a 
decision  meeting.  This  meeting  was  to 
simply  set  the  agenda.  I  have  told  you 
what  we  discussed  and  where  we  left  it. 
And  I  want  to  leave  it  there.  There  will 
be  further  discussion,  and  I'm  sure  ques- 
tions such  as  that  will  be  dealt  with  in 
those  further  discussions  as  we  move  to- 
ward a  NATO  summit. 
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Q.  Chancellor  Kohl  said  that  he 
wasn't  saying  anything  new.  But  you 
are  saying  that  there  will  be  further 
discussions.  That  implies  that  there 
is  still  disagreement  about  what  he 
said,  that  we  want  to  find  out  exactly 
what  he  meant — it  sounds  like  you 
haven't  yet. 

A.  I  have  found  out  that  he  was  not 
backing  off  prior  positions  as  many  peo- 
ple had  suggested.  He  said  that  and  au- 
thorized me  to  say  that  to  you.  So  it 
seems  to  me  that  we  have. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  us  what  you  un- 
derstand him  to  be  saying  when  he 
says  that  he  is  in  line  with  the  May 
1988  communique?  What  does  that 
mean  to  you? 

A.  What  it  means  to  me  specifically, 
with  reference  to  paragraph  5  of  that 
communique,  just  to  pick  one  paragraph, 
is:  "Our  aim  will  be  to  continue  to  pre- 
vent any  kind  of  war  or  intimidation.  By 
maintaining  credible  deterrence  the  Al- 
liance has  secured  peace  in  Europe  for 
nearly  40  years.  Conventional  defenses 
alone  cannot  insure  this.  Therefore,  for 
the  foreseeable  future  there  is  no  alter- 
native to  the  Alliance  strategy  for  the 
prevention  of  war.  This  is  a  strategy  of 
deterrence  based  upon  an  appropriate 
mix  of  adequate  and  effective  nuclear 
and  conventional  forces  which  will  con- 
tinue to  be  kept  up-to-date  where 
necessary." 

Q.  When  was  the  decision  on 
modernizing  the  Lance  to  be  made? 
Was  it  to  be  made  this  year  or  was  it 
to  be  made  next  year? 

A.  That  decision  will  be  the  subject 
of  discussion,  as  will  others,  leading  up 
to  this  next  summit.  It  would  be,  in  our 
view,  preferable  if  the  decision  could 
be  made  at  the  next  summit.  And  we 
will  be  working  to  see  if  that  can  be 
achieved,  taking  into  consideration  the 
interests  of  all  of  our  NATO  partners. 

Q.  You  went  into  this  meeting 
with  a  rather  fuzzy  situation  with 
regard  to  the  deployment  decision 
which  you  just  mentioned.  But  clear 
differences  I  exist  I  between  the  two 
governments  with  regard  to  negotia- 
tions on  the  question.  Do  you  feel 
that  there  has  been  any  narrowing  of 
meaning  toward  the  meeting-of-minds 
between  you  and  Chancellor  Kohl  and 
the  German  Government  about  the  is- 
sues of  negotiating  on  these  short- 
range  missiles? 


A.  I  think  that  there  will  be  con- 
tinuing discussion  with  respect  to  both 
of  those,  although  I  have  to  say  this  was 
not  a  decision-taking  meeting.  That  was 
not  really  what  we  were  here  for.  It  did, 
I  hope,  clear  up  some  confusion  that  had 
crept  into  the  public  record  out  there. 

Q.  Having  talked  now  with  Chan- 
cellor Kohl,  and  obviously  with  some 
of  the  other  allies  as  well,  and  having 
discussed  the  political  problems  in 
Germany  which  we  did  discuss  in  Brit- 
ain, for  example,  do  you  have  a  better 
understanding  now  of  the  process 
that  NATO  ought  to  take  to  try  to 
avoid  putting  the  kind  of  pressure  on 
the  Chancellor  that  could  give  him 
trouble  next  year  in  the  elections? 

A.  I  think  it's  fair  to  say  that  after 
spending  this  much  time  here  and  in 
these  countries,  I  will  have  a  better 
understanding — hopefully  I  will;  that's 
the  purpose  of  the  trip. 


A.  We  briefly  touched  upon  that 
subject,  and  there  were  no  major  differ- 
ences between  us  in  that  regard.  It  is  a 
little  hard  to  respond  to  your  question  in 
the  way  that  it  was  posed. 


Denmark 


COPENHAGEN, 
FEB.  13,  19894 

Q.     Have  you  had  a  chance  to  discuss 
with  your  Danish  counterpart  the 
German  Chancellor's  indication  that 
he  wants  to  postpone  the  moderniza- 
tion of  the  short-range  missiles? 

A.  We  have  discussed  a  wide  range 
of  issues — some  having  to  do  with  the  al- 
liance, and  bilateral  issues  as  well,  and 
we  did  touch  upon  the  SNF  issue  in  the 
context  of  the  comprehensive  concept. 

Q.  And  the  German  decision? 

A.  We  talked  about  the  SNF  issue 
in  the  context  of  the  comprehensive  con- 
cept; that's  basically  where  I'd  leave  it. 

Q.  What  did  you  say  about  it? 

A.  We  will  have  to  talk  about  that 
later. 

Q.  Is  it  acceptable  from  your  Ad- 
ministration's point  of  view  that  the 
Danes  say  "no"  to  the  nuclear  ships 
in  the  harbors  in  peace  time? 

A.  Let  me  say  that  the  minister  and 
I  have  had  a  number  of  discussions  that  I 
think  we  ought  to  keep  between  us  for 
the  time  being. 

Q.  Have  you  discussed  that 
subject? 


OSLO, 

FEB.  15,  19895 

Prime  Minister  Brundtland.  We  have 
been  happy  to  receive  the  American 
foreign  minister  here  today  with  his 
delegation.  We  appreciate  highly  the  in- 
terest in  a  broad  dialogue  with  the  Eu- 
ropean allies  and  that  you  so  quickly 
visited  Oslo.  You  have  a  tight  schedule 
to  see  all  the  allies  in  such  a  short  time. 
But  we  think  it  is  a  very  important 
start  for  a  new  Administration.  And  we 
will  be  working  with  you  on  all  the  vi- 
tal issues  that  we  have  to  deal  with 
together. 

Secretary  Baker.  It  is  a  pleasure 
for  me  to  be  here.  This  is,  as  you  know, 
my  first  trip  to  Norway.  I  am  delighted 
to  have  the  opportunity  to  be  here,  de- 
lighted to  be  able  to  meet  with  my 
counterpart,  [Foreign]  Minister 
Stoltenberg.  I  look  forward  to  estab- 
lishing a  close  personal  relationship 
with  him.  We  are  going  to  meet  again 
during  the  course  of  this  month  in 
Washington;  he  will  be  there  later  on 
this  month. 

I  might  say  that  our  relations — the 
relations  between  the  United  States 
and  Norway — are  in  such  good  shape 
that  there  frankly  were  no  specific  bi- 
lateral issues  that  we  had  to  spend 
much  of  our  time  on.  We  talked  for  the 
most  part  about  a  broad  range  of  East- 
West  issues  and  other  issues  respecting 
the  alliance. 

Q.  Did  you  discuss  the  "compre- 
hensive concept"? 

Prime  Minister  Brundtland.  The 

answer  is  yes. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  us  Norway's  posi- 
tion on  the  "comprehensive  concept"? 
Prime  Minister  Brundtland.  Let 

[me]  say  it  this  way:  In  the  "comprehen- 
sive concept,"  there  are  many  parts  to 
be  discussed  within  that  framework. 
We  believe  that  it  should  be  a  wide 
agenda  including  both  deterrence  and 
disarmament  negotiations;  a  perspec- 
tive on  the  NATO  side  for  our  dealing 


40 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/April  1989 


EUROPE 


with  and  cooperation  to  find  solutions 
with  the  Warsaw  Pact  and  Soviet 
Union;  and  in  that  it  means  the  SNF 
question,  as  I  know  you  are  concerned 
with,  is  part  of  that  total  agenda. 

Q.  Should  there  be  negotiations 
on  SNF?  Should  there  be  negotiations 
on  SNF  within  the  "comprehensive 
concept"? 

Prime  Minister  Brundtland.  We 
need  to  discuss  the  content  of  the  "com- 
prehensive concept"  even  more  before 
there  is  a  clear  answer  to  all  the  ques- 
tions involved  as  we  see  it. 


Turkey 


i 


ANKARA, 
FEB.  14,  1989« 

Secretary  Baker.  Let  me  just  say  that 
we  have  had  a  very  interesting  discus- 
sion today  with  [Foreign]  Minister 
Yilmaz  and  with  Prime  Minister  Ozal.  I 
am  pleased  to  be  here.  It's  my  first  trip 
to  Turkey  since  I  was  here  in  1953  when 
I  was  a  member  of  the  U.S.  Marine 
Corps. 

I  am  looking  forward  to  establish- 
ing a  close  personal  relationship  with 
the  minister.  We've  met  once  before  in 
Washington,  although  I've  had  some 
prior  contacts  with  Prime  Minister 
Ozal. 

Foreign  Minister  Yilmaz.  We  ap- 
preciate very  much  the  gesture  of  the 
new  U.S.  Administration  to  consult 
with  the  allies  so  promptly.  Although 
our  American  friends  have  termed  this 
as  a  "get-acquainted"  visit,  we  must 
say  that  the  outstanding  qualities  of 
Mr.  Baker  are  very  well  known  to  us, 
and  we  believe  that  he  will  be  an  asset 
for  the  further  strengthening  of  our  re- 
lations with  the  United  States. 

During  our  talks  this  afternoon, 
we  had  the  opportunity  to  briefly  cover 
the  issues  concerning  the  alliance  and 
our  bilateral  relations.  We  are  grati- 
fied to  note  that  both  sides  have  the 
will  to  further  enhance  these  relations 
in  all  fields  and  in  a  mutual  beneficial 
way  and  not  to  mortgage  them  to  the 
interests  of  any  third  party. 


ATHENS, 
FEB.  14,  19897 

Prime  Minister  Papandreou.  It  was 

with  great  pleasure  that  we  welcomed 
today  the  new  U.S.  Secretary  of  State, 
Mr.  James  Baker,  who  is  making  a  tour 
of  the  European  capitals  in  order  to  es- 
tablish strong  bonds  among  the  Foreign 
Ministers  so  that  they  may  confront  the 
increasingly  complicated  problems  hu- 
manity, and  particularly  our  region, 
faces. 

I  stressed  to  the  Secretary  that  it 
is  not  only  the  desire  of  the  Greek  Gov- 
ernment but  of  all  Greek  people  to  ad- 
vance and  to  constantly  improve 
relations  between  our  two  countries 
and  to  resolve  any  existing  bilateral  is- 
sues in  a  spirit  of  goodwill  and  coopera- 
tion. At  the  same  time,  we  had 
the  opportunity  to  exchange  views  on 
issues  pertaining  to  the  "region  of 
Europe" — East  and  West — and  Latin 
America.  I  want  to  wish  Mr.  Baker  a 
good  trip  and  every  success  in  his 
work. 

Secretary  Baker.  It's  a  real  pleas- 
ure for  me  to  have  the  opportunity  to 
be  here  in  Greece.  As  I  told  you,  I  have 
been  anxious  to  return  for  many  years. 
The  only  time  I  have  spent  in  Greece 
was  way  back  in  1953  when  I  spent 
quite  a  bit  of  time  here  engaged  in  ex- 
ercises with  your  armed  forces  as  a 
part  of  the  NATO  exercises  at  the  time. 
I  recalled  to  you  the  very,  very  warm 
relationships  that  existed  in  those  days 
between  the  Greek  and  American  peo- 
ples; and  you  pointed  out  how  those  re- 
lationships, government  to  government, 
are  improving  all  the  time  and  how  we 
can  look  forward  in  the  very  near  term 
to  relationships  between  the  Greek  and 
American  people  that  are  equally  as 
warm  as  they  were  in  1953. 

As  the  Prime  Minister  indicated, 
we  had  frank  and  friendly  discussions 
of  a  wide  range  of  issues — East-West  is- 
sues, issues  affecting  the  North  Atlan- 
tic Treaty  Organization,  and  our 
bilateral  issues.  And  I  share  the  Prime 
Minister's  view  that  we  can  proceed  in 
a  spirit  of  mutual  cooperation  and 
understanding. 


ATHENS, 
FEB.  14,  1989* 

Secretary  Baker.  I'm  pleased  to  have 
had  the  opportunity  to  come  to  Greece 
in  the  first  weeks  of  my  tenure  as  Sec- 
retary of  State,  to  meet  Prime  Minis- 
ter Papandreou  and  my  colleague, 
Foreign  Minister  Papoulias,  who,  of 
course,  was  delayed  coming  in  from 
Spain  but  did  arrive  here  in  time  for  us 
to  have  a  dialogue. 

President  Bush  is  committed  to 
two-way  communications  between  the 
United  States  and  its  allies,  and  I  view 
this  visit  as  a  first  step  in  a  process  of 
regular  high-level  consultations.  We 
held  talks  today  on  a  variety  of  matters 
of  mutual  concern;  we  had  a  chance  to 
share  views  on  NATO,  East-West  poli- 
cies, regional  issues,  and  bilateral  is- 
sues which  are  important  to  both  of  our 
governments. 

I  earlier  characterized  our  talks  as 
frank  but  friendly.  We  discussed  the  is- 
sue of  bases;  my  government  believes 
that  continuing  the  relationship  is  in 
the  interest  of  both  our  countries  and 
in  the  interest  of  the  NATO  alliance  as 
well.  We  still  have  difficult  issues  to  re- 
solve, but  I'm  very  hopeful  for  an  early 
and  successful  conclusion  of  negotia- 
tions. We  also  discussed  the  problem  of 
terrorism  and  the  need  for  very  close 
cooperation  among  democracies  to  de- 
feat this  scourge. 

Foreign  Minister  Papoulias.  I  had 

the  opportunity  to  welcome  my  col- 
league, Mr.  Baker,  in  Athens  after  a 
troika  trip  to  the  Middle  East.  I  was 
delayed  in  my  return  but  fortunately  I 
have  met  with  him.  We  will  have  the 
opportunity  to  meet  on  many  other  oc- 
casions in  the  future. 

With  the  Prime  Minister,  Mr.  Bak- 
er discussed  bilateral  issues,  certainly 
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the  course  of  the  negotiations,  issues  of 
terrorism,  East-West  relations,  the  big 
issue  of  the  Middle  East,  Central 
America — that  is,  a  whole  range  of  in- 
ternational issues.  I,  too,  had  the  op- 
portunity to  brief  Mr.  Baker  on  the 
results  on  my  troika  tour  of  Middle 
East  capitals;  and  I  think  there  is  an 
interest — an  increased  interest — by 
the  United  States  of  America  in  assist- 
ing the  effort  of  finding  a  permanent, 
just,  and  lasting  solution  for  the  Middle 
East.  I  hope  that  I  will  be  meeting 
soon  again  with  my  colleague  in  Vienna 
and  that  we  will  have  the  opportunity 
and  a  greater  length  of  time  to  continue 
this  good  beginning  we  have  made  to- 
dav  in  Athens. 


MADRID, 
FEB.  15,  19899 

Let  me  say  that  we  have  had  a  very  in- 
teresting and  successful  discussion, 
and  I'm  delighted  to  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  be  here  in  Madrid  and  visit 
with  my  colleague.  I  think  that  it's  a 
particularly  appropriate  time  to  have 
consultations  with  the  minister  [For- 
eign Minister  Francisco  Fernandez- 
Ordonez]  during  the  period  of  time  that 
he  is  President  of  the  European 
Community. 

We  covered  the  bilateral  issues  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Spain  and 
concluded  quite  frankly  that  the  rela- 
tionship between  our  two  countries  has 
improved  considerably  over  the  past 
several  years  and  is  continuing  to  im- 
prove; we  took  note  of  that  fact.  We  dis- 
cussed briefly  East-West  issues,  issues 
affecting  the  NATO  alliance,  and  cov- 
ered, perhaps  even  more  briefly,  our 
views  on  issues  involving  regional  con- 
flicts such  as  Central  America. 


LISBON, 
FEB.  15,  1989"' 

The  relationship  with  Portugal  is  one  of 
the  very  closest  which  my  government 
enjoys.  I  have  had  extended  discussions 
with  the  minister  [Foreign  Minister 
Joao  de  Deus  Pinheiro]  and,  indeed, 
with  the  Prime  Minister  [Anibal 
Cavaco  Silva]  as  well. 


We  talked  about  a  full  range  of 
issues — issues  involving  East-West 
matters.  We  talked  about  issues  involv- 
ing the  NATO  alliance,  about  the  fact 
the  approach  of  the  United  States  and 
Portugal  to  alliance  issues  is  quite  of- 
ten very,  very  similar. 

We  talked  as  well  about  regional 
issues — issues  involving  questions  in 
southern  Africa,  about  the  withdrawal 
of  Cuban  troops  from  Angola  and  the 
Angolan/Namibian  settlement,  and  a 
host  of  other  issues. 


Luxembourg 


LUXEMBOURG, 
FEB.  16,  198911 

Foreign  Minister  Poos.  It  was  a  great 
pleasure  and  privilege  of  the  Lux- 
embourg Government  to  welcome  today 
Mr.  James  Baker,  the  Secretary  of 
State  of  the  United  States.  We  welcome 
the  wish  of  Mr.  Baker  to  have  consulta- 
tions with  the  European  allies,  espe- 
cially in  Luxembourg,  in  the  same 
spirit  of  his  predecessor.  And  our  dis- 
cussions of  today  were  conducted  in  the 
spirit  of  friendship  which  characterizes 
the  Luxembourg-American  relationship 
since  the  First  World  War. 

We  touched  [on]  several  topics  of 
transatlantic  relations,  and  I  will  let 
our  distinguished  guest  expose  the 
main  topics  of  our  bilateral  talks.  Let 
me  finish  by  stressing  that  our  dia- 
logue will  continue  and  Mr.  Baker  and 
his  [inaudible]  are  always  welcome 
guests  in  Luxembourg. 

Secretary  Baker.  It  is  a  pleasure 
and  a  privilege  to  be  here  and  have  the 
opportunity  to  visit  your  country  and 
to  have  the  opportunity  to  meet  with 
you  and  to  have  the  opportunity  to 
meet  with  the  Prime  Minister  in  the 
year  that  is  the  10th  anniversary  of 
your  independence  and  the  40th  anni- 
versary of  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty 
alliance. 

I  might  say  for  the  benefit  of  the 
press  what  I  said  to  you  and  that  is  that 
Luxembourg  has  been  a  steadfast  alli- 
ance partner  of  the  United  States.  The 
relationship  between  our  two  countries 
has  historically  been  very  close,  and  it 


continues  to  be  close.  I  would  say  sim- 
ply that  we  had  discussions  with  the 
Prime  Minister  [Jacques  Santer]  and 
the  Foreign  Minister  on  a  wide  range  of 
topics — alliance  topics,  topics  affecting 
regional  issues  in  various  parts  of  the 
world.  We  concluded,  quite  happily, 
that  our  bilateral  relations  are  in  excel- 
lent condition. 

Q.  How  do  you  feel  about  Aya- 
tollah  Khomeini's  offer  of  a  very  high 
price  of  a  million  dollars  or  more  for 
the  assassination  of  the  author  with 
whom  he  disagrees  [Salman  Rushdie, 
author  of  The  Satanic  Verses]? 

Secretary  Baker.  I  think  that  it  is 
regrettable  and  that,  of  course  as  you 
know,  the  United  States  is  firmly  com- 
mitted to  oppose  terrorism  in  all  its 
forms,  and  particularly  state-sponsored 
terrorism. 


PARIS, 

FEB.  17,  198912 

I  might  just  say  that  we  have  had  a 
very  good  visit.  I  had  the  opportunity, 
before  a  working  lunch  with  Foreign 
Minister  Dumas,  to  visit  with  Prime 
Minister  Rocard.  I  have  also  had  an  op- 
portunity to  see  my  good  friend  and 
former  colleague  Pierre  Beregovoy.  We 
spent  a  number  of  years  together  as  fi- 
nance ministers.  We  had  a  very  produc- 
tive, I  think,  working  lunch  in  which  we 
discussed  a  wide  range  of  topics — East- 
West  issues,  international  issues,  re- 
gional issues,  and  issues  affecting  the 
alliance. 


'Press  release  17  of  Feb.  15,  1989.  Jon 
Baldvin  Hannibalsson  is  Iceland's  Minister 
of  Foreign  Affairs. 

2Press  release  16  of  Feb.  14.  Sir  Geof- 
frey Howe  is  the  U.K.'s  Secretary  of  State 
for  Foreign  and  Commonwealth  Affairs. 

:iPress  release  20  of  Feb.  21. 

4Press  release  18  of  Feb.  15. 

5Press  release  19  of  Feb.  16.  Gro  Harlem 
Brundtland  is  Norway's  Prime  Minister. 

•'Press  release  21  of  Feb.  15.  Mesut 
Yilmaz  is  Turkey's  Foreign  Minister. 

'Press  release  22  of  Feb.  16.  Andreas 
Papandreou  is  Greece's  Prime  Minister. 

"Press  release  23  of  Feb.  15.  Karolos  Pa- 
poulias  is  Greece's  Foreign  Minister. 

"Press  release  25  of  Feb.  17. 

"'Press  release  27  of  Feb.  16. 
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MESSAGE  TO  THE  CONGRESS, 
MAR.  1,  19891 

In  accordance  with  Public  Law  95-384,  I  am 
submitting  to  you  this  bimonthly  report  on 
progress  toward  a  negotiated  settlement  of 
the  Cyprus  question. 

At  this  early  point  in  my  Administra- 
tion, let  me  first  reconfirm  that  the  United 
States  has  a  fundamental  interest  in  assist- 
ing the  people  of  Cyprus  in  the  search  for  a 
lasting  and  just  settlement.  Over  the  years, 
American  governments  have  come  to  appre- 
ciate that  such  a  settlement  can  come  only 
through  a  process  of  negotiation  that  ex- 
presses the  desires  and  aspirations  of  the 
Cypriot  people. 

At  the  same  time,  there  is  a  legitimate 
role  for  outside  parties  to  play  in  supporting 
this  negotiation  process.  Under  my  Admin- 
istration, we  will  continue  high-level  atten- 
tion to  Cyprus.  To  assure  day-to-day  senior 
officer  involvement  with  the  issues  and  pro- 
vide a  point  of  contact  with  the  Congress, 
the  Department  of  State  created  the  post  of 
Special  Cyprus  Coordinator  in  1981  and  has 
assigned  this  responsibility  continuously  to 
a  policy-level  officer  since  that  time. 

To  provide  a  basic  framework  for  nego- 
tiations between  the  two  communities,  the 
best  and  most  viable  approach  has  been  and 
continues  to  be  the  effort  led  by  the  Secre- 
tary General  of  the  United  Nations,  Javier 
Perez  de  Cuellar.  The  United  Nations  has 
been  involved  with  the  Cyprus  question  for 
24  years  because  the  international  commu- 
nity has  recognized  that  the  United  Nations 
is  uniquely  placed  to  deal  with  the  issue. 
The  current  Secretary  General,  Javier  Pe- 
rez de  Cuellar,  has  considerable  personal  ex- 
perience with  the  Cyprus  question  and  a 
mandate  from  the  U.N.  membership  to  use 
his  good  offices  to  work  for  a  solution.  We 
share  this  high  regard  for  his  patience  and 
abilities,  have  given  him  unwavering  sup- 
port, and  will  continue  to  do  so. 

We  will  take  every  advantage  of  oppor- 
tunities to  make  constructive  contributions 
to  the  Secretary  General  and  to  the  parties. 
We  believe  it  is  important  that  the  parties 
give  full  participation  to  the  negotiating 


process  and  that  the  atmosphere  between 
them  be  improved  through  contacts  and 
confidence-building  measures  to  help  bring 
the  two  communities  together.  We  also  sup- 
port efforts  to  achieve  a  workable  plan  for 
reducing  military  tensions. 

We  will  continue  to  develop  our  long- 
standing relationships  of  confidence  and 
respect  with  both  parties  to  the  dispute. 
The  previous  Administration  also  consulted 
frequently  with  allies  and  friends,  partic- 
ularly such  interested  parties  as  Greece, 
Turkey,  and  the  United  Kingdom.  We  plan 
to  pursue  such  consultations  and  discussions 
vigorously. 

With  specific  reference  to  the  most  re- 
cent 60-day  period  since  the  last  report  on 
Cyprus,  Secretary  General  Perez  de  Cuellar 
continues  his  efforts  to  help  the  Cypriot 
parties  reach  a  solution  to  the  conflict.  As 
agreed  at  the  November  22-23  New  York 
meetings  hosted  by  the  Secretary  General, 
the  two  sides  initiated  a  second  round  of 
talks  in  Nicosia  on  December  19  with  the  as- 
sistance of  the  Secretary  General's  Special 
Representative,  Oscar  Camilion.  Discus- 
sions in  Nicosia  are  continuing  and  will  be 
followed  by  another  meeting  in  April  with 
the  Secretary  General  to  review  progress. 

In  his  latest  report  to  the  Security 
Council  on  U.N.  operations  in  Cyprus  (for 
the  period  June  1  through  November  30),  a 
copy  of  which  is  attached,  the  Secretary 
General  observed  that  the  talks  that  began 
last  August  mark  "the  first  time  in  the  past 
quarter  of  a  century  that  the  leaders  of  the 
two  communities  have  committed  them- 
selves to  such  a  personal  and  sustained  ef- 
fort to  achieve  an  overall  settlement  and  to 
endeavor  to  do  this  by  a  specific  target 
date."  He  continued  that  a  "good  working 
relationship"  had  developed  between  the  two 
leaders.  The  Secretary  General  also  sug- 
gested that  the  two  sides  should  begin  ex- 
ploring "a  wide  range  of  options  for  each  of 
the  issues  that  must  be  resolved." 

Both  sides  responded  to  the  Secretary 
General's  suggestion  with  proposals.  There 
are  constructive  elements  in  the  ideas  pre- 
sented by  both  parties,  and  we  hope  that 
they  will  continue  to  examine  new  and/or  ex- 
panded options  in  a  spirit  of  constructive 
compromise. 


I  note  that  military  deconfrontation  is 
the  subject  of  one  of  the  papers  presented  by 
the  Turkish  Cypriot  community  and  that 
both  sides  have  indicated  agreement  in  prin- 
ciple with  the  concept. 

The  Secretary  General  expressed  con- 
cern that  the  "troops  of  both  sides  continue 
to  be  in  dangerous  proximity  to  each  other" 
in  Nicosia.  Such  proximity  was  the  immedi- 
ate cause  of  the  death  of  a  Turkish  Cypriot 
soldier  on  December  12,  1988,  and  a  Greek 
Cypriot  National  Guardsman  on  July  31, 
1988,  both  killed  by  gunfire  from  the  oppo- 
site side  of  the  buffer  zone.  The  United  Na- 
tions is  now  working  with  the  two  parties  to 
achieve  some  adjustments  of  military  posi- 
tions in  Nicosia  to  ease  this  situation.  We 
strongly  support  this  effort  as  we  have  sup- 
ported past  efforts  to  reduce  tensions  and 
prevent  further  serious  incidents. 

The  Secretary  General's  previous  report 
also  commented  on  the  dangers  of  demon- 
strations close  to  the  buffer  zone.  In  his 
most  recent  report,  he  states  that,  in  re- 
sponse to  the  expression  of  U.N.  concerns 
about  these  events,  the  Government  of  Cy- 
prus has  given  assurances  that  "it  will  in  fu- 
ture do  whatever  is  necessary  to  ensure 
respect  for  the  status  quo  in  the  buffer 
zone." 

As  we  enter  1989,  peoples  worldwide  are 
reaching  out  for  the  wisdom  to  forge  new  un- 
derstanding with  old  foes.  Experience  has 
given  the  people  of  Cyprus  an  intimate  ap- 
preciation of  the  cost  of  bitterness  and  en- 
mity. They  are  now  engaged  in  a  difficult 
negotiation  that  is  the  only  route  to  recon- 
ciliation and  peace.  They  merit  America's 
continued  support  and  have  our  most  sincere 
wishes  of  success  in  their  endeavor. 

Sincerely, 

George  Bush 


'Identical  letters  addressed  to  Jim 
Wright,  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives, and  Claiborne  Pell,  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  (text 
from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presidential 
Documents 'of  Mar.  6,  1989).  ■ 
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Security  Challenges  Facing  NATO  in  the  1990s 


by  Paul  H.  Nitze 

Address  before  the  Nobel  Institute's 
Leangkollen  Seminar  in  Oslo  on  Febru- 
ary 6,  1989.  Ambassador  Nitze  is  spe- 
cial adviser  to  the  President  and  the 
Secretary  of  State  on  arms  control 
matters. 

I  thank  you  for  the  kind  words  of  intro- 
duction. It  is  an  honor  to  be  here  at 
this  distinguished  institute  to  partici- 
pate in  the  Leangkollen  Seminar. 

I  propose  to  address  the  security 
challenges  facing  the  North  Atlantic 
alliance  as  we  enter  the  1990s  and 
lessons  NATO  can  take  from  its  recent 
experience  in  meeting  such  challenges. 

Challenges  Ahead 

As  it  prepares  to  enter  the  next  dec- 
ade, NATO  can  look  back  on  a  period 
of  substantial  success.  The  challenge  of 
Soviet  INF  [intermediate-range  nuclear 
forces]  missiles  was  met  and,  as  a  re- 
sult, the  INF  Treaty  is  in  place;  the 
basic  outline  of  a  strategic  arms  reduc- 
tion treaty  has  been  established;  impor- 
tant confidence-building  measures  have 
been  implemented;  nuclear  testing  talks 
have  moved  us  well  along  toward  com- 
pletion of  verification  protocols  for  the 
Threshold  Test  Ban  and  Peaceful  Nu- 
clear Explosions  Treaties,  which  would 
enable  their  ratification;  progress  has 
been  made  toward  reestablishing  sup- 
port for  the  1925  Geneva  protocol  ban- 
ning illegal  chemical  weapons  (CW)  use 
and  toward  completing  a  comprehensive 
and  verifiable  ban  on  production  or 
possession  of  chemical  weapons;  and  a 
mandate  has  been  concluded  for  nego- 
tiations on  conventional  armed  forces 
in  Europe. 

But  this  review  is  a  litany  not  of 
tasks  completed  but  rather  of  good  be- 
ginnings yet  to  be  concluded.  Even  the 
INF  problem  will  not  be  behind  us 
until  the  treaty  has  been  fully  imple- 
mented. And,  in  the  other  areas,  there 
is  a  long  road  yet  ahead. 

As  the  alliance  travels  this  road, 
its  fundamental  goal  should  remain  un- 
changed— to  seek  collectively  to  protect 
the  ability  of  its  member  nations  to  live 
in  peace  with  freedom  and  to  do  so  by 
deterring  war. 


In  ensuring  the  maintenance  of  a 
strong  deterrent  into  the  1990s,  NATO 
must  continue  to  proceed  along  two 
fronts.  It  must  take  the  steps — through 
updating  of  its  forces — necessary  to 
sustain  a  viable  deterrent  capability, 
and  it  must  continue  to  seek  through 
dialogue  to  bound  and  reduce  the  level 
of  confrontation  between  East  and  West. 

Force  Updating  Requirements 

Force  updating  requirements  exist  in 
all  legs  of  the  NATO  triad,  and  options 
are  being  reviewed. 

With  respect  to  the  strategic  leg, 
the  United  States  is  well  along  toward 
modernizing  its  sea-based  forces — with 
the  Trident  submarine,  D-5  missile, 
and  sea-launched  cruise  missile — and 
its  air-based  forces — with  the  B-l  and 
Stealth  bombers  and  the  air-launched 
cruise  missile.  But  the  land-based  por- 
tion is  another  story,  and  this  is  where 
force  updating  efforts  must  focus  in  the 
immediate  future. 

U.S.  fixed,  land-based  missiles 
have  been  vulnerable  to  Soviet  attack 
for  some  time  now,  and  the  problem 
is  getting  worse.  Successive  U.S.  Ad- 
ministrations have  proposed  plans  for 
basing  new  ICBMs  [intercontinental 
ballistic  missiles]  in  survivable  modes, 
but  these  plans  have  not  garnered  sus- 
tained support.  The  Bush  Administra- 
tion must  resolve  this  problem,  if  this 
part  of  the  U.S.  strategic  triad  is  to 
remain  viable. 

Efforts  should  also  continue  on  the 
strategic  defensive  side.  A  robust  SDI 
[Strategic  Defense  Initiative]  research 
program  is  important  and  necessary, 
both  as  a  hedge  against  the  major 
Soviet  SDI  program,  which  has  been 
underway  for  over  two  decades,  and 
because  of  the  safer  world  that  a  more 
defense-based  deterrence  potentially 
can  provide. 

But  it  remains  crucial  that  SDI  be 
guided  by  the  criteria  of  survivability 
and  cost-effectiveness  at  the  margin, 
which  are  incorporated  into  U.S.  law. 
Deployment  of  a  space-based  defense 
system  itself  vulnerable  to  attack  would 
encourage  the  Soviets  to  attack  that 
system  early  in  a  crisis;  deployment 
of  a  system  that  was  not  cost-effective 


at  the  margin  would  encourage  the 
U.S.S.R.  to  proliferate  cheaper  offen- 
sive systems  in  response. 

With  regard  to  the  nonstrategic  nu- 
clear leg  of  NATO's  triad,  the  impor- 
tant task  is  to  update  the  aging  arsenal 
of  nuclear  systems  NATO  will  retain  in 
the  aftermath  of  the  INF  eliminations 
and  the  Montebello  decision,  which 
mandated  unilateral  reductions  and 
modernization  of  the  remaining  NATO 
systems. 

Throughout  this  decade,  NATO  has 
emphasized  its  policy  of  maintaining 
in  Europe  only  the  minimum  number  of 
nuclear  weapons  required  for  deter- 
rence. This  has  enabled  us  unilaterally 
to  reduce  the  number  of  these  weapons 
by  2,400  since  1979.  By  keeping 
NATO's  nuclear  capabilities  up-to-date, 
we  will  not  only  maintain  our  security, 
but  we  may  also  open  up  the  possibility 
of  further  unilateral  cuts  in  NATO's  in- 
theater  nuclear  arsenal. 

As  for  NATO's  conventional  forces, 
the  alliance  continues  to  face  a  huge 
Warsaw  Pact  preponderance  in  conven- 
tional capabilities.  The  unilateral  cuts 
announced  by  Mr.  Gorbachev  last  De- 
cember are  a  step  in  the  right  direc- 
tion, and  we  welcome  them,  but  these 
cuts  by  no  means  eliminate  the  conven- 
tional superiority  of  the  Warsaw  Pact 
or  of  the  Soviet  Union  alone.  It  would 
be  imprudent  to  assume  that  this  im- 
balance can  be  redressed  solely  through 
arms  control  negotiations,  especially  if 
NATO  lacks  in  those  talks  the  leverage 
of  significant,  ongoing  force  updating 
efforts.  One  must  also  consider  the  fact 
that,  given  the  record  of  past  efforts  at 
conventional  arms  control,  any  relief 
from  arms  control  in  this  area  is  likely 
to  come  only  several  years  in  the  future. 

Arms  Control  Efforts 

With  regard  to  the  alliance's  arms  con- 
trol agenda  for  the  years  ahead,  NATO 
ministers  have  laid  out  a  program 
which  strikes  me  as  correct — comple- 
tion of  a  START  [strategic  arms  reduc- 
tion talks]  treaty,  a  chemical  weapons 
ban,  and  an  agreement  on  stabilizing 
conventional  arms  reductions.  We 
should  not  underestimate  the  difficulty 
of  the  task. 


44 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/April  1989 


EUROPE 


As  I  said  earlier,  the  basic  outline 
of  a  START  treaty  has  been  estab- 
lished— approximately  50%  cuts  in  stra- 
tegic nuclear  warheads  and  in  Soviet 
ballistic  missile  throw-weight  to  equal 
ceilings,  with  somewhat  smaller  cuts  in 
delivery  vehicles  and  with  sublimits  on 
the  most  destabilizing  systems.  But 
many  tough  issues  remain  in  START — 
on  sea-launched  cruise  missiles,  air- 
launched  cruise  missiles,  mobile 
ICBMs,  verification,  and  linkage  of  a 
START  treaty  to  limits  on  strategic  de- 
fenses, among  others — and  thus  much 
tough  negotiating  lies  ahead. 

Similarly,  we  have  established  a 
framework  in  the  defense  and  space 
talks  for  dealing  with  the  strategic  de- 
fense programs  of  the  two  sides,  but 
several  difficult  issues  remain. 

With  regard  to  the  chemical  weap- 
ons negotiations,  one  cannot  underesti- 
mate the  complexities  involved  in,  first, 
ensuring  the  participation  of  all  CW- 
possessing  and  CW-capable  states  and, 
second,  creating  an  effective  verifica- 
tion regime  in  the  face  of  new  technolo- 
gies, increasing  proliferation,  a  dual- 
capable  chemical  industry,  and  the 
need  to  protect  sensitive  nonchemical 
weapons-related  information  during 
inspections. 

As  for  the  negotiations  on  conven- 
tional arms,  aside  from  the  preliminary 
issues  resolved  in  the  mandate  talks, 
the  entire  task  lies  before  us.  As  we 
begin  these  talks,  we  must  remember 
the  importance  of  avoiding  the  tempta- 
tion to  anticipate  arms  limits  and  to 
adjust  our  force  structuring  and  updat- 
ing plans  prematurely.  Experience  and 
logic  teach  us  that  such  actions,  by  re- 
ducing the  other  side's  incentives  to  pay 
a  price  for  our  reductions,  reduce  the 
likelihood  that  the  anticipated  limits 
will  ever  be  established. 

All  of  this  means  that,  in  addition 
to  its  force  updating  requirements,  the 
alliance  faces  a  very  full  agenda  of  arms 
control  efforts.  There  is  opportunity  for 
great  progress  in  reducing  the  level  of 
East- West  military  confrontation  across 
the  board.  But  complacency  is  unjusti- 
fied; much  hard  work  lies  ahead  if  this 
potential  is  to  be  realized. 


Lessons  for  Meeting 
the  Challenges  Ahead 

As  the  alliance  approaches  its  force  up- 
dating and  arms  control  tasks,  it  can  do 
so  most  effectively  by  keeping  in  mind 
the  lessons  learned  from  the  experience 
of  the  past.  I  would  like  to  suggest  six 
such  lessons  to  guide  NATO's  efforts. 

Lesson  Number  One — the  Proper 
Role  of  Arms  Control.  First,  we 
should  always  keep  in  mind  the  proper 
role  of  arms  control,  what  arms  control 
can  accomplish  and  what  it  cannot. 

Arms  control  can  play  an  important 
role  in  enhancing  our  security  and  pro- 
ducing a  more  stable  East- West  rela- 
tionship. But  it  cannot  be  a  substitute 
or  replacement  for  adequate  defenses. 
Instead,  it  is  but  one  element  of  our 
overall  security  policy,  a  complement  to 
the  measures  we  must  take  unilaterally, 
such  as  maintaining  weapons  and  forces 
necessary  for  an  adequate  deterrent. 
Indeed,  experience  shows  that  what  we 
as  an  alliance  are  able  and  willing  to  do 
for  ourselves  is  not  only  more  impor- 
tant to  our  security  than  what  we  can 
accomplish  through  arms  control  but  is 
also  essential  to  the  success  of  our  arms 
control  efforts. 

Understanding  this  point  becomes 
particularly  important  when  one  as- 
sesses the  contribution  the  prospective 
START  treaty  would  make  to  our  se- 
curity and  how  the  Administration 
should  proceed  in  the  START 
negotiations. 

In  crafting  our  START  position,  we 
have  been  concerned  that  we  enhance 
our  force  survivability  and  thus 
strengthen  strategic  deterrence.  Of 
course,  arms  control  alone  cannot  solve 
our  force  survivability  problems.  What 
it  can  and  should  do  is  make  it  easier 
for  us  to  take  the  steps  needed  to  im- 
prove survivability  by  protecting  the 
appropriate  options  for  force  updating 
and  by  reducing  and  bounding  the  So- 
viet threat;  otherwise,  that  threat  could 
negate  the  effect  of  those  improvements. 

As  I  said  earlier,  the  U.S.  strategic 
force  survivability  problem  currently 
resides  primarily  with  the  land-based 
leg.  Our  fixed  silos  are  vulnerable 
today  and  they  will  be  tomorrow;  no 
plausible  arms  control  agreement  can 
remedy  that.  So  the  important  thing  is 


to  ensure  that  arms  control  does  not 
block  steps  that  can  improve  ICBM  sur- 
vivability and,  in  fact,  makes  enhancing 
survivability  through  those  steps  easier. 

To  protect  options  for  ICBM  sur- 
vivability, we  have  been  working  with 
the  Soviets  in  the  START  negotiations 
to  develop  an  effective  verification 
regime  that  would  allow  both  rail- 
mobile  and  road-mobile  ICBMs.  Other 
options  for  survivable  ICBM  basing  are 
also  possible.  Furthermore,  by  substan- 
tially reducing  Soviet  ballistic  missile 
warheads  and  throwweight,  START 
would  greatly  constrain  Soviet  ability 
to  destroy  ICBMs  in  these  basing 
modes  through  barrage  attacks. 

Thus  START  would  not  preclude 
our  ability  to  deploy  survivable  ICBMs, 
and  it  would  make  the  job  easier  by 
reducing  the  threat  to  such  a  force. 

We  are  also  being  careful  to  protect 
the  steps  necessary  for  enhancing  the 
survivability  of  our  sea-based  leg.  We 
are  currently  deploying  Trident  sub- 
marines, which  are  quieter  and  able  to 
operate  in  much  larger  ocean  areas 
than  the  Poseidons  they  replace  and 
thus  are  more  survivable.  We  will  en- 
sure that  the  START  treaty  places  no 
unacceptable  constraints  on  this  impor- 
tant program.  And  should  we  become 
concerned  that  Trident  submarines  con- 
centrate too  many  missiles  on  too  few 
platforms,  there  is  no  constraint  what- 
soever in  START  that  would  preclude 
our  distributing  our  SLBM  [sea- 
launched  ballistic  missile]  warheads  on 
a  larger  number  of  platforms  by  deploy- 
ing fewer  warheads  on  each  submarine. 

With  regard  to  the  air-based  leg, 
due  largely  to  our  success  in  negotiat- 
ing the  rule  for  determining  how 
bomber  weapons  will  be  counted,  we 
have  protected  the  right  to  deploy  the 
full  force  of  strategic  bombers  that  we 
consider  necessary  for  a  robust  deter- 
rent. This  is  the  number  we  had  been 
planning  to  deploy  even  in  the  absence 
of  a  START  treaty. 

In  sum,  the  START  treaty  that 
appears  to  be  developing  would  not 
exacerbate  our  force  survivability  prob- 
lems. It  would  provide  the  leeway 
needed  to  undertake  the  force  moderni- 
zation necessary  to  redress  those  prob- 
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lems  and  iron  Id  make  the  job  easier 
by  reducing  and  bounding  the  Soviet 
threat.  It  fully  satisfies  the  proper 
objectives  for  a  good  arms  control 
agreement. 

While  the  Bush  Administration  is 
justifiably  reviewing  details  and  will 
want  to  put  its  own  stamp  on  the  U.S. 
approach,  the  basic  START  outline  rep- 
resents a  prudent  course.  President 
Bush  has  promised  to  pursue  a  verifia- 
ble and  stabilizing  agreement  to  reduce 
strategic  arsenals  by  50%.  I  urge  our 
NATO  partners  to  continue  to  support 
this  approach. 

Lesson  Number  Two — The  Impor- 
tance of  Keeping  in  Mind  the  Proper 
Objective.  The  second  lesson  is  the 
need  to  always  keep  in  mind  the  pri- 
mary objective  of  our  arms  control  and 
security  efforts,  that  of  enhancing 
stability. 

We  seek  to  reduce  the  incentives 
that  the  other  side  might  have  to  strike 
first  in  a  crisis  or  to  provoke  a  crisis 
that  might  lead  to  a  military  confronta- 
tion. To  dissuade  the  Warsaw  Pact  from 
contemplating  reckless  action,  our  mili- 
tary forces  as  a  whole  should  have  the 
necessary  characteristics  of  effective- 
ness, flexibility,  diversity,  and  sur- 
vivability against  an  attack  focused 
directly  on  those  forces. 

On  occasion,  one  hears  about  force 
reductions  as  an  inherently  worthy  out- 
come of  arms  control  efforts,  as  if  this 
should  be  our  prime  objective.  But  re- 
ductions per  se  are  not  necessarily 
good.  If  the  remaining  forces  are  more 
vulnerable  to  a  first  strike,  or  the  re- 
maining force  levels  present  a  greater 
temptation  to  the  other  side  to  take 
reckless  action,  stability  is  reduced. 
Rather,  reductions  should  be  seen  as  a 
means  which,  if  properly  utilized,  can 
serve  the  goal  of  enhancing  stability. 

This  is  why,  in  START,  we  have 
insisted  on  focusing  cuts,  through  war- 
head sublimits,  on  the  most  destabiliz- 
ing systems.  It  is  also  why  we  insisted 
that  INF  reductions  be  asymmetrical  to 
equal  levels.  It  is  a  lesson  that  will  be 
especially  important  as  we  enter  the 
conventional  arms  talks. 

Some  proposals  for  reductions  in 
conventional  forces,  even  asymmetrical 
cuts  favoring  the  West,  may  look  at- 
tractive while  actually  exacerbating  our 
security  situation.  It  will  be  important 
that  the  alliance  focus  not  on  the  levels 
of  cuts  but  rather  on  the  forces  and 


capabilities  remaining  after  those  cuts, 
to  determine  whether  that  outcome 
would  be  more  or  less  stable  than  the 
situation  today. 

Lesson  Number  Three — Patience 
on  Principles,  Creativity  on  Other 
Issues.  The  third  lesson  relates  to 
the  many  issues  that  will  arise  in  any 
negotiation.  To  conduct  a  negotiation 
effectively  it  is  crucial  to  know  the  dif- 
ference between  issues  of  principle  and 
other  issues,  to  be  patient  in  adhering 
to  one's  position  on  the  former,  and  to 
be  creative  in  finding  solutions  to  the 
latter. 

Early  in  the  INF  negotiations, 
NATO  identified  the  five  principles  that 
would  guide  U.S.  efforts:  equality  of 
rights  and  limits  between  the  United 
States  and  Soviet  Union;  limits  on  U.S. 
and  Soviet  systems  only,  with  no  com- 
pensation for  third-country  systems; 
global  application  of  limits;  no  weaken- 
ing of  NATO's  conventional  deterrent; 
and  effective  verification. 

In  the  face  of  Soviet  resistance 
and  considerable  public  skepticism,  we 
clung  patiently  to  these  principles  and, 
in  the  end,  got  a  treaty  that  satisfies 
them  all.  But  such  a  treaty  would  not 
have  been  possible  if  we  had  been  un- 
willing to  work  creatively  and  flexibly 
on  a  broad  range  of  other  INF  issues. 

Any  negotiation  must  involve  give 
and  take.  A  good  negotiator  must  be 
not  only  a  good  advocate  but  also  a 
good  listener.  We  must  recognize  the 
legitimate  security  concerns  of  the 
other  side  and  use  our  imaginations  to 
find  mutually  satisfactory  compromises. 
An  arms  control  negotiation  should 
not  be  a  zero-sum  game  but  rather  a 
search  by  the  negotiating  partners  for 
solutions  that  will  improve  the  situation 
for  both. 

Thus,  as  we  continue  ongoing  nego- 
tiations and  enter  new  ones  on  conven- 
tional arms,  we  must  be  clear  about  our 
principles,  about  the  minimum  require- 
ments to  make  an  agreement  accept- 
able. We  must  be  prepared  to  hold 
tenaciously  to  these  principles,  even  to 
see  the  negotiations  fail  if  the  only  al- 
ternative is  to  sign  an  agreement  that 
does  not  meet  those  basic  security 
needs.  But,  within  this  principled 
framework,  we  must  be  prepared  to 
work  flexibly  to  find  a  mutually  accept- 
able outcome. 


Lesson  Number  Four — The  Proper 
Approach  to  Compliance.  The  fourth 
lesson  relates  to  compliance  policy,  the 
means  by  which  we  provide  the  other 
side  incentives  to  comply  with  agree- 
ments. This  consists  of  two  basic  tasks: 
being  able  to  verify  compliance  with 
treaty  obligations  and  demonstrating 
the  will  to  respond  should  noncom- 
pliance be  detected. 

With  regard  to  verification,  it  is 
important  that  we  set  the  proper  stand- 
ard for  negotiated  regimes  to  meet.  It 
would  be  nice  if  we  could  attain  perfect 
verification,  that  is,  if  we  could  be  sure 
of  detecting  any  violation  of  a  treaty 
provision.  But  such  a  standard  is  un- 
reachable, even  with  the  most  intrusive 
verification  regime  we  could  devise. 

Moreover,  we  must  realize  that  any 
rights  we  obtain  for  our  inspectors  to 
gain  access  to  the  other  side's  facilities 
will  necessarily  create  the  same  access 
for  their  inspectors  to  our  facilities. 
And  there  are  many  highly  sensitive 
facilities  at  which  inspections  by  the 
other  side  would  damage  our  security. 

Thus,  in  designing  a  verification  re- 
gime, we  face  an  unavoidable  dilemma 
created  by  two  countervailing  objec- 
tives: the  desire  to  have  access  to  a 
broad  range  of  facilities  on  the  other 
side  to  detect  and  deter  cheating  and 
the  need  to  protect  sensitive  facilities  of 
our  own  from  inspectors  of  the  other 
side.  No  solution  to  this  problem  can 
be  completely  satisfactory;  we  must 
seek  one  that  properly  balances  veri- 
fication concerns  against  other  security 
requirements. 

We  believe  such  a  balance  was 
achieved  in  the  INF  Treaty.  We  realize 
that  we  cannot  be  sure  of  detecting 
every  possible  instance  of  Soviet  cheat- 
ing on  INF,  but  we  are  confident  that, 
should  the  U.S.S.R.  violate  the  treaty 
in  any  militarily  significant  way,  we 
would  be  able  to  detect  the  violation 
in  time  to  respond  effectively  and, 
thereby,  deny  the  Soviets  the  benefit  of 
the  violation.  The  risk  of  detection  also 
helps  to  deter  violations.  We  call  this 
standard  effective  verification;  it  is 
the  guideline  we  should  follow  in  other 
negotiations  as  well. 

The  other  side  of  the  coin  is  what 
we  do  if  a  violation  is  detected.  Cer- 
tainly, it  is  not  enough  to  be  able  to 
detect  violations;  if  we  are  to  provide 
clear  incentives  to  the  other  side  to 
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comply  with  agreements,  we  must  dem- 
onstrate to  them  our  will  to  react  to 
any  violations  in  a  manner  that  will 
deny  them  the  benefits  they  might 
hope  to  gain  from  such  noncompliance. 

Recent  compliance  problems  cen- 
tered first  on  SALT  [strategic  arms 
limitation  talks]  II  and  then  on  the 
ABM  [Anti-Ballistic  Missile]  Treaty;  in 
both  cases,  when  the  Soviets  resisted 
our  efforts  to  get  them  to  redress  their 
violations,  we  found  it  difficult  to  deter- 
mine an  appropriate  and  proportionate 
response.  Most  options  seemed  unre- 
lated or  disproportionate  to  the  effect 
of  the  violations  or  politically  difficult 
to  sustain. 

In  response  to  Soviet  violations  of 
SALT  II,  President  Reagan  finally  de- 
cided that  we  would  no  longer  be  bound 
by  SALT  II  restrictions  but  would  con- 
tinue to  exercise  restraint  in  structur- 
ing our  strategic  forces.  This  decision 
turned  out  not  to  have  the  dire  conse- 
quences feared  by  some;  it  did  not  re- 
sult in  a  large  buildup  beyond  SALT  II 
levels  in  the  number  of  Soviet  or  U.S. 
strategic  forces.  In  fact,  in  the  long 
run,  this  decision  may  turn  out  to  have 
facilitated  arms  control,  if  it  drives 
home  to  the  Soviets  that  the  United 
States  will  act  in  response  to  uncor- 
rected violations. 

As  we  now  face  the  problem  of  the 
Krasnoyarsk  radar,  one  hopes  that  our 
SALT  II  decision,  the  Western  consen- 
sus that  that  radar  is  a  clear  violation 
of  the  ABM  Treaty,  and  our  policy  of 
concluding  no  more  strategic  arms 
agreements  until  the  violation  is  cor- 
rected will  convince  the  Soviets  to  rem- 
edy the  problem. 

It  is  important  to  maintain  a  long- 
term  perspective  when  we  consider  re- 
sponses to  noncompliance.  The  more 
expedient  course  may  be  to  wink  at  vio- 
lations, reassuring  ourselves  that  their 
effect  is  not  that  significant.  In  the 
short  run,  this  may  be  so,  but  it  can 
send  a  message  to  the  other  side  that, 
in  the  long  run,  may  produce  substan- 
tial compliance  problems. 

Lesson  Number  Five — The  Impor- 
tance of  Alliance  Unity  and  Parlia- 
mentary and  Public  Support.  The  fifth 
lesson  is  one  we  know  well,  but  one  I 
nevertheless  emphasize  because  of  its 
continuing  importance.  That  is  the  need 
to  establish  programs  and  positions 
that  will  foster  alliance  unity  and  com- 
mand parliamentary  and  public  support. 


Much  of  the  INF  story  is  a  tale  of 
Soviet  attempts  to  split  the  alliance  and 
to  turn  our  publics  and  parliaments 
against  us.  Thus,  the  treaty  is  a  tribute 
to  and  a  product  of  alliance  unity — the 
determination  of  the  basing  countries  to 
proceed  with  deployments,  the  cohesion 
of  NATO  at  every  step  of  the  negotia- 
tions, and  the  solidarity  of  our  allies 
and  friends  in  Asia  who  contributed  so 
much  to  the  global  zero  outcome. 

Such  unity  and  support  will  be  no 
less  critical  in  the  conventional  arms 
talks  as  well  as  other  negotiations. 
Thus,  we  must  continually  ask  our- 
selves as  we  consider  new  positions: 
Is  this  a  stance  that  will  enable  us  to 
maintain  an  alliance  consensus  and  sus- 
tain public  and  parliamentary  support 
in  the  face  of  Eastern  efforts  to  under- 
mine it? 

Lesson  Number  Six — The  Proper 
Approach  to  Linkage.  The  final  lesson 
has  to  do  with  the  broader  perspective, 
the  linkage  of  arms  control  efforts  to 
each  other  and  to  the  other  aspects  of 
East-West  relations. 

As  you  know,  we  have  insisted  that 
U.S. -Soviet  discussions  not  focus  sim- 
ply on  arms  control  but  rather  cover 
a  broad  agenda,  including  also  human 
rights,  regional  conflicts,  bilateral  mat- 
ters, and  transnational  issues.  This  rec- 
ognizes that  relations  between  nations 
involve  much  more  than  the  level  of 
arms,  which,  in  fact,  reflect  as  much  as 
they  cause  tension  and  mistrust.  A  sim- 
ilarly broad  perspective  is  maintained 
in  the  CSCE  [Conference  on  Security 
and  Cooperation  in  Europe]  process, 
where  we  insist  that  progress  be 
balanced  between  security,  economic 
and  scientific  cooperation,  and  human 
rights  concerns. 

This  approach  is  sensible,  but  one 
should  not  take  it  too  far  by  insisting 
that  conclusion  of  any  treaty  be  tightly 
linked  to  conclusion  of  treaties  in  other 
areas  or  demonstration  of  satisfactory 
behavior  by  the  other  side  in  other 
dimensions. 

For  example,  some  argued  that  we 
should  not  conclude  the  INF  Treaty 
with  the  Soviets  until  they  were  out  of 
Afghanistan  or  until  they  improved 
their  human  rights  performance.  This 
missed  the  fact  that  we  were  not  ne- 
gotiating the  INF  Treaty  to  do  the 
Soviets  any  favor,  thus  requiring  a 
concession  on  some  other  issue  in 
return;  we  were  negotiating  to  do 
ourselves  a  favor  by  enhancing  our 
security.  When  we  were  able  to  con- 


clude such  a  treaty,  there  was  no  rea- 
son to  deny  ourselves  the  immediate 
realization  of  its  benefits. 

We  have,  of  course,  pressed  ahead 
on  Afghanistan,  human  rights,  and 
other  East-West  problems,  addressing 
them  on  their  own  terms  while  mindful 
of  their  place  in  the  relationship  as  a 
whole.  And  we  have  made  progress  in 
those  areas  as  well. 

The  more  prevalent  linkage  we 
hear  of  today  is  between  START  and 
the  conventional  arms  talks,  that  the 
former  should  not  be  concluded  before 
the  latter.  Such  linkage  implies  that  a 
START  treaty  would  weaken  our  deter- 
rent against  conventional  attack  or  that 
the  Soviets  need  a  START  treaty  so 
badly  that,  to  secure  it,  they  would 
sign  a  conventional  arms  agreement 
that  they  would  not  otherwise  accept. 
But  neither  of  these  conditions  applies. 

A  good  START  treaty  and  a  good 
agreement  on  conventional  arms  are 
both  in  the  interest  of  the  West, 
whether  considered  separately  or  to- 
gether. Each  should  be  pursued  at  its 
own  pace,  even  while  ensuring  that  our 
approaches  to  the  two  are  mutually 
consistent. 

A  Final  Thought— How  NATO 
Should  React  to  Gorbachev 

To  my  six  lessons,  let  me  add  a  thought 
on  how  NATO  should  react  to  Mr.  Gor- 
bachev and  the  changes  occurring  in 
the  U.S.S.R. 

There  can  no  longer  be  doubt  that 
extraordinary  things  are  happening  in 
the  Soviet  Union.  This  has  been  evi- 
dent during  my  six  trips  there  over  the 
last  3  years.  What  is  not  clear  is  where 
these  changes  are  headed,  whether 
they  will  be  sustained,  and  how  they 
will  affect  East-West  relations  in  the 
long  run. 

Gorbachev  now  appears  to  be  un- 
der several  types  of  internal  pressure 
to  moderate  Soviet  international  behav- 
ior and  proceed  with  negotiation  of  se- 
rious arms  control  measures.  One  type 
of  pressure  comes  from  the  difficulty 
of  achieving  the  domestic  targets  of 
perestroika  while  maintaining  the  past 
burden  on  the  economy  of  truly  extra- 
ordinary military  spending.  Another 
comes  from  the  growing  realization  in 
the  Soviet  Union,  due  to  glasnost,  that 
the  threat  of  an  attack  on  the  Warsaw 
Pact  by  NATO  was  a  wholly  trumped- 
up  illusion  created  to  support  the  doc- 
trine of  the  inevitability  of  Soviet 
expansion. 
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Soviet  rhetoric  about  "military 
sufficiency,"  and  Gorbachev's  announce- 
ment of  arms  cuts  and  force  restructur- 
ing, provide  reason  for  hope  that  these 
pressures  will  eventually  produce  a  de- 
sirable result.  But  we  must  always  re- 
member to  base  our  security  policies  on 
Soviet  capabilities  and  behavior  rather 
than  hopes  or  expressed  intentions. 
And,  to  date,  their  military  capabilities 
have  not  changed  substantially. 

Moreover,  hopeful  signs  from  the 
Soviet  Union  are  a  result  not  only  of 
internal  pressures  but  also  of  external 
incentives,  for  example,  evidence  of 
NATO's  capability  and  will  to  resist 
unacceptable  Soviet  behavior.  If  we  are 
to  maximize  the  chances  that  hoped-for 


improvements  will  be  realized,  we  must 
keep  these  incentives  in  place. 

We  should  resist  the  entreaties  of 
some  to  "help  Gorbachev  out."  It  is  not 
clear  that  NATO  economic  aid  to  the 
U.S.S.R.  would  do  more  than  postpone 
pressures  to  implement  the  most  neces- 
sary or  difficult  parts  of  perestroika.  It 
is  also  not  clear  whether  such  help 
would  redound  to  NATO's  long-term 
advantage. 

Instead,  while  carefully  watching 
events  in  the  U.S.S.R.,  we  should  con- 
tinue vigorously  to  pursue  our  own  in- 
terests. We  should  do  what  is  necessary 
to  maintain  an  adequate  deterrent.  We 
should  continue  to  provide  the  Soviets 
incentives  to  conclude  meaningful  and 


stabilizing  arms  control  agreements. 
And  we  should  seek  out  and  be  pre- 
pared to  react  creatively  to  oppor- 
tunities for  concrete  achievements  in 
East-West  relations. 

Conclusion 

Much  good  work  has  been  accomplished 
over  the  past  8  years.  I  think  we  can 
safely  say  that  NATO's  lot  has  improved 
since  1981.  But  this  is  no  time  to  rest 
on  our  laurels.  There  is  much  work  yet 
to  be  done  and  the  potential  for  much 
accomplishment.  By  moving  forward 
with  a  clear  sense  of  purpose,  and  with 
unity,  the  alliance  can  meet  the  chal- 
lenges of  the  years  ahead  and  create 
even  greater  assurance  that  our  ability 
to  live  in  peace  with  freedom  will  be 
sustained.  ■ 


Soviets  Withdraw  From  Afghanistan 


PRESIDENT'S  STATEMENT, 
FEB.  16,  19891 

Today  marks  the  start  of  a  new  chapter 
in  the  history  of  Afghanistan.  For  the 
first  time  in  over  9  years,  Soviet  forces 
no  longer  occupy  that  country.  This  de- 
velopment marks  an  extraordinary  tri- 
umph of  spirit  and  will  by  the  Afghan 
people,  and  we  salute  them  for  it. 

Much  remains  to  be  done,  however. 
For  the  Afghan  people,  the  struggle  for 
self-determination  goes  on.  We  support 
Afghan  efforts  to  fashion  a  stable, 
broadly  based  government  responsive 
to  the  needs  of  the  Afghan  people.  We 
call  upon  Afghan  resistance  leaders  to 
work  together  toward  this  end.  As  long 
as  the  resistance  struggle  for  self- 
determination  continues,  so  too  will 
America's  support. 

Throughout  the  long  dark  years  of 
Afghanistan's  occupation,  the  interna- 
tional community  has  been  steadfast  in 


its  support  of  the  Afghan  cause.  This  is 
also  true  for  the  United  States.  U.S. 
support  for  the  Afghan  people  and  the 
subsequent  Soviet  military  withdrawal 
from  Afghanistan  constitute  a  powerful 
example  of  what  we  Americans  can  ac- 
complish when  executive  and  Congress, 
Republican  and  Democrat,  stand  to- 
gether. The  Government  and  people  of 
Pakistan  also  can  take  particular  satis- 
faction from  this  event;  their  courage 
and  solidarity  contributed  significantly 
to  the  Afghan  struggle. 

Now,  more  than  ever,  the  Afghan 
people  deserve  the  continuing  help  of 
the  international  community  as  they 
begin  the  difficult  process  of  reclaim- 
ing their  country,  resettling  their  peo- 
ple, and  restoring  their  livelihood.  The 
commitment  of  the  United  States  to  the 
Afghan  people  will  remain  firm — both 
through  our  bilateral  humanitarian  aid 
program  and  through  UN  efforts  to  re- 
move mines,  resettle  refugees,  and  re- 


construct Afghanistan's  war-torn 
economy.  We  call  upon  other  nations  to 
contribute  all  they  can  and  hope  that 
the  United  Nations  and  the  resistance 
can  come  to  mutually  acceptable  ar- 
rangements for  the  nationwide  distri- 
bution of  needed  food  supplies. 

The  Soviet  Union  has  now  fulfilled 
its  obligation  to  withdraw  from  Af- 
ghanistan. We  welcome  that  decision. 
We  call  upon  the  Soviet  Union  to  re- 
frain from  other  forms  of  interference 
in  Afghan  affairs.  The  Soviet  Union 
has  nothing  to  fear  from  the  establish- 
ment of  an  independent,  nonaligned  Af- 
ghanistan. At  the  same  time,  the 
U.S.S.R.  bears  special  responsibility 
for  healing  the  wounds  of  this  war,  and 
we  call  upon  it  to  support  generously 
international  efforts  to  rebuild 
Afghanistan. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  Feb.  20,  1989.  ■ 
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UN  Narcotics  Trafficking  Conference  Adopts 
Convention 


The  UN  Conference  for  the  Adop- 
tion of  a  Convention  Against  Illicit 
Traffic  in  Narcotic  Drugs  and  Psycho- 
tropic Substances  was  held  in  Vienna 
November  25-December  20, 1988.  It  was 
attended  by  representatives  of  106 
countries;  the  U.S.  delegation  was 
headed  by  Ann  Wrobleski,  Assistant 
Secretary  for  International  Narcotics 
Matters. 

Following  is  the  text  of  the  conven- 
tion adopted  by  consensus  on  Decem- 
ber 19. 


The  Parties  to  this  Convention, 

Deeply  concerned  by  the  magnitude  of 
and  rising  trend  in  the  illicit  production  of, 
demand  for  and  traffic  in  narcotic  drugs  and 
psychotropic  substances,  which  pose  a  seri- 
ous threat  to  the  health  and  welfare  of 
human  beings  and  adversely  affect  the  eco- 
nomic, cultural  and  political  foundations  of 
society, 

Deeply  concerned  also  by  the  steadily 
increasing  inroads  into  various  social 
groups  made  by  illicit  traffic  in  narcotic 
drugs  and  psychotropic  substances,  and  par- 
ticularly by  the  fact  that  children  are  used 
in  many  parts  of  the  world  as  an  illicit  drug 
consumers  market  and  for  purposes  of  illicit 
production,  distribution  and  trade  in  narcot- 
ic drugs  and  psychotropic  substances,  which 
entails  a  danger  of  incalculable  gravity, 

Recognizing  the  links  between  illicit 
traffic  and  other  related  organized  criminal 
activities  which  undermine  the  legitimate 
economies  and  threaten  the  stability,  securi- 
ty and  sovereignty  of  States, 

Recognizing  also  that  illicit  traffic  is  an 
international  criminal  activity,  the  suppres- 
sion of  which  demands  urgent  attention  and 
the  highest  priority, 

Aware  that  illicit  traffic  generates  large 
financial  profits  and  wealth  enabling  trans- 
national criminal  organizations  to  pene- 
trate, contaminate  and  corrupt  the 
structures  of  government,  legitimate  com- 
mercial and  financial  business  and  society  at 
all  its  levels, 

Determined  to  deprive  persons  engaged 
in  illicit  traffic  of  the  proceeds  of  their  crim- 
inal activities  and  thereby  eliminate  their 
main  incentive  for  so  doing, 

Desiring  to  eliminate  the  root  causes  of 
the  problem  of  abuse  of  narcotic  drugs  and 
psychotropic  substances,  including  the  illicit 
demand  for  such  drugs  and  substances  and 
the  enormous  profits  derived  from  illicit 
traffic, 


Considering  that  measures  are  neces- 
sary to  monitor  certain  substances,  includ- 
ing precursors,  chemicals  and  solvents, 
which  are  used  in  the  manufacture  of  nar- 
cotic drugs  and  psychotropic  substances,  the 
ready  availability  of  which  has  led  to  an  in- 
crease in  the  clandestine  manufacture  of 
such  drugs  and  substances, 

Determined  to  improve  international  co- 
operation in  the  suppression  of  illicit  traffic 
by  sea, 

Recognizing  that  eradication  of  illicit 
traffic  is  a  collective  responsibility  of  all 
States  and  that,  to  that  end,  co-ordinated 
action  within  the  framework  of  international 
co-operation  is  necessary, 

Acknowledging  the  competence  of  the 
United  Nations  in  the  field  of  control  of  nar- 
cotic drugs  and  psychotropic  substances  and 
desirous  that  the  international  organs  con- 
cerned with  such  control  should  be  within 
the  framework  of  that  Organization, 

Reaffirming  the  guiding  principles  of 
existing  treaties  in  the  field  of  narcotic 
drugs  and  psychotropic  substances  and  the 
system  of  control  which  they  embody, 

Recognizing  the  need  to  reinforce  and 
supplement  the  measures  provided  in  the 
Single  Convention  on  Narcotic  Drugs,  1961, 
that  Convention  as  amended  by  the  1972  Pro- 
tocol Amending  the  Single  Convention  on 
Narcotic  Drugs,  1961,  and  the  1971  Conven- 
tion on  Psychotropic  Substances,  in  order  to 
counter  the  magnitude  and  extent  of  illicit 
traffic  and  its  grave  consequences, 

Recognizing  also  the  importance  of 
strengthening  and  enhancing  effective  legal 
means  for  international  co-operation  in 
criminal  matters  for  suppressing  the  inter- 
national criminal  activities  of  illicit  traffic, 
Desiring  to  conclude  a  comprehensive, 
effective  and  operative  international  conven- 
tion that  is  directed  specifically  against  il- 
licit traffic  and  that  considers  the  various 
aspects  of  the  problem  as  a  whole,  in  partic- 
ular those  aspects  not  envisaged  in  the  exist- 
ing treaties  in  the  field  of  narcotic  drugs  and 
psychotropic  substances, 
Hereby  agree  as  follows: 


Article  1 


Definitions 

Except  where  otherwise  expressly  indicated 
or  where  the  context  otherwise  requires, 
the  following  definitions  shall  apply 
throughout  this  Convention: 


(a)  "Board"  means  the  International 
Narcotics  Control  Board  established  by  the 
Single  Convention  on  Narcotic  Drugs,  1961, 
and  that  Convention  as  amended  by  the  1972 
Protocol  Amending  the  Single  Convention 
on  Narcotic  Drugs,  1961; 

(b)  "Cannabis  plant"  means  any  plant 
of  the  genus  Cannabis; 

(c)  "Coca  bush"  means  the  plant  of  any 
species  of  the  genus  Erythroxylon; 

(d)  "Commercial  carrier"  means  any 
person  or  any  public,  private  or  other  entity 
engaged  in  transporting  persons,  goods  or 
mails  for  renumeration,  hire  or  any  other 
benefit; 

(e)  "Commission"  means  the  Commis- 
sion on  Narcotic  Drugs  of  the  Economic  and 
Social  Council  of  the  United  Nations; 

(f )  "Confiscation,"  which  includes  for- 
feiture where  applicable,  means  the  perma- 
nent deprivation  of  property  by  order  of  a 
court  or  other  competent  authority; 

(g)  "Controlled  delivery"  means  the 
technique  of  allowing  illicit  or  suspect  con- 
signments of  narcotic  drugs,  psychotropic 
substances,  substances  in  Table  I  and  Table 
II  annexed  to  this  Convention,  or  substances 
substituted  for  them,  to  pass  out  of,  through 
or  into  the  territory  of  one  or  more  coun- 
tries, with  the  knowledge  and  under  the  su- 
pervision of  their  competent  authorities, 
with  a  view  to  identifying  persons  involved 
in  the  commission  of  offences  established  in 
accordance  with  article  3,  paragraph  1  of  the 
Convention; 

(h)  "1961  Convention"  means  the  Sin- 
gle Convention  on  Narcotic  Drugs,  1961; 

(i)  "1961  Convention  as  amended" 
means  the  Single  Convention  on  Narcotic 
Drugs,  1961,  as  amended  by  the  1972  Proto- 
col Amending  the  Single  Convention  on  Nar- 
cotic Drugs,  1961; 

(j)  "1971  Convention"  means  the  Con- 
vention on  Psychotropic  Substances,  1971; 

(k)  "Council"  means  the  Economic  and 
Social  Council  of  the  United  Nations; 

(1)  "Freezing"  or  "seizure"  means  tem- 
porarily prohibiting  the  transfer,  conver- 
sion, disposition  or  movement  of  property  or 
temporarily  assuming  custody  or  control  of 
property  on  the  basis  of  an  order  issued  by  a 
court  or  a  competent  authority; 

(m)  "Illicit  traffic"  means  the  offences 
set  forth  in  article  3,  paragraphs  1  and  2,  of 
this  Convention; 

(n)  "Narcotic  drug"  means  any  of  the 
substances,  natural  or  synthetic,  in  Sched- 
ules I  and  II  of  the  Single  Convention  on 
Narcotic  Drugs,  1961,  and  that  Convention 
as  amended  by  the  1972  Protocol  Amending 
the  Single  Convention  on  Narcotic  Drugs, 
1961; 
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(o)  "Opium  poppy"  means  the  plant  of 
the  species  Papaver  somniferum  L; 

(p)  "Proceeds"  means  any  property 
derived  from  or  obtained,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, through  the  commission  of  an  offence 
established  in  accordance  with  article  3, 
paragraph  1; 

(q)  "Property"  means  assets  of  every 
kind,  whether  corporeal  or  incorporeal, 
movable  or  immovable,  tangible  or  intan- 
gible, and  legal  documents  or  instruments 
evidencing  title  to,  or  interest  in,  such 
assets: 

(r)  "Psychotropic  substance"  means 
any  substance,  natural  or  synthetic,  or  any 
natural  material  in  Schedules  I,  II,  III  and 
IV  of  the  Convention  on  Psychotropic  Sub- 
stances, 1971; 

(s)  "Secretary-General"  means  the 
Secretary-General  of  the  United  Nations; 

(t)  "Table  I"  and  "Table  II"  mean  the 
correspondingly  numbered  lists  of  sub- 
stances annexed  to  this  Convention,  as 
amended  from  time  to  time  in  accordance 
with  article  12; 

(u)  "Transit  State"  means  a  State 
through  the  territory  of  which  illicit  narcot- 
ic drugs,  psychotropic  substances  and  sub- 
stances in  Table  I  and  Table  II  are  being 
moved,  which  is  neither  the  place  of  origin 
nor  the  place  of  ultimate  destination  thereof. 


Article  2 


Scope  of  the  Convention 

1.  The  purpose  of  this  Convention  is  to  pro- 
mote co-operation  among  the  Parties  so  that 
they  may  address  more  effectively  the  vari- 
ous aspects  of  illicit  traffic  in  narcotic  drugs 
and  psychotropic  substances  having  an  in- 
ternational dimension.  In  carrying  out 
their  obligations  under  the  Convention,  the 
Parties  shall  take  necessary  measures, 
including  legislative  and  administrative 
measures,  in  conformity  with  the  fundamen- 
tal provisions  of  their  respective  domestic 
legislative  systems. 

2.  The  Parties  shall  carry  out  their 
obligations  under  this  Convention  in  a  man- 
ner consistent  with  the  principles  of  sover- 
eign equality  and  territorial  integrity  of 
States  and  that  of  non-intervention  in  the 
domestic  affairs  of  other  States. 

3.  A  Party  shall  not  undertake  in  the 
territory  of  another  Party  the  exercise  of  ju- 
risdiction and  performance  of  functions 
which  are  exclusively  reserved  for  the  au- 
thorities of  that  other  Party  by  its  domestic 
lawr. 


Article  3 


Offences  and  Sanctions 

1.  Each  Party  shall  adopt  such  measures  as 
may  be  necessary  to  establish  as  criminal 
offences  under  its  domestic  law,  when  com- 
mit I  I'd  intentionally: 


(a)  (i)  The  production,  manufacture, 
extraction,  preparation,  offering,  offering 
for  sale,  distribution,  sale,  delivery  on  any 
terms  whatsoever,  brokerage,  dispatch,  dis- 
patch in  transit,  transport,  importation  or 
exportation  of  any  narcotic  drug  or  any  psy- 
chotropic substance  contrary  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  1961  Convention,  the  1961 
Convention  as  amended  or  the  1971 
Convention; 

(ii)  The  cultivation  of  opium  poppy, 
coca  bush  or  cannabis  plant  for  the  purpose 
of  the  production  of  narcotic  drugs  contrary 
to  the  provisions  of  the  1961  Convention  and 
the  1961  Convention  as  amended; 

(iii)  The  possession  or  purchase  of 
any  narcotic  drug  or  psychotropic  substance 
for  the  purpose  of  any  of  the  activities  enu- 
merated in  (i)  above; 

(iv)  The  manufacture,  transport  or 
distribution  of  equipment,  materials  or  of 
substances  listed  in  Table  I  and  Table  II, 
knowing  that  they  are  to  be  used  in  or  for 
the  illicit  cultivation,  production  or  manu- 
facture of  narcotic  drugs  or  psychotropic 
substances; 

(v)  The  organization,  management 
or  financing  of  any  of  the  offences  enumer- 
ated in  (i),  (ii),  (iii)  or  (iv)  above; 

(b)  (i)  The  conversion  or  transfer  of 
property,  knowing  that  such  property  is  de- 
rived from  any  offence  or  offences  estab- 
lished in  accordance  with  subparagraph  (a) 
of  this  paragraph,  or  from  an  act  of  partici- 
pation in  such  offence  or  offences,  for  the 
purpose  of  concealing  or  disguising  the  illic- 
it origin  of  the  property  or  of  assisting  any 
person  who  is  involved  in  the  commission  of 
such  an  offence  or  offences  to  evade  the  legal 
consequences  of  his  actions; 

(ii)  The  concealment  or  disguise  of 
the  true  nature,  source,  location,  disposi- 
tion, movement,  rights  with  respect  to,  or 
ownership  of  property,  knowing  that  such 
property  is  derived  from  an  offence  or  of- 
fences established  in  accordance  with  sub- 
paragraph (a)  of  this  paragraph  or  from  an 
act  of  participation  in  such  an  offence  or 
offences; 

(c)  Subject  to  its  constitutional  princi- 
ples and  the  basic  concepts  of  its  legal 
system: 

(i)  The  acquisition,  possession  or 
use  of  property,  knowing,  at  the  time  of  re- 
ceipt, that  such  property  was  derived  from 
an  offence  or  offences  established  in  accord- 
ance with  subparagraph  (a)  of  this  para- 
graph or  from  an  act  of  participation  in  such 
offence  or  offences; 

(ii)  The  possession  of  equipment  or 
materials  or  substances  listed  in  Table  I  and 
Table  II,  knowing  that  they  are  being  or  are 
to  be  used  in  or  for  the  illicit  cultivation, 
production  or  manufacture  of  narcotic  drugs 
or  psychotropic  substances; 

(iii)  Publicly  inciting  or  inducing 
others,  by  any  means,  to  commit  any  of  the 
offences  established  in  accordance  with  this 
article  or  to  use  narcotic  drugs  or  psycho- 
tropic substances  illicitly; 


(iv)  Participation  in,  association  or 
conspiracy  to  commit,  attempts  to  commit 
and  aiding,  abetting,  facilitating  and  coun- 
seling the  comission  of  any  of  the  offences 
established  in  accordance  with  this  article. 

2.  Subject  to  its  constitutional  princi- 
ples and  the  basic  concepts  of  its  legal  sys- 
tem, each  Party  shall  adopt  such  measures 
as  may  be  necessary  to  establish  as  a  crimi- 
nal offence  under  its  domestic  law,  when 
committed  intentionally,  the  possession, 
purchase  or  cultivation  of  narcotic  drugs  or 
psychotropic  substances  for  personal  con- 
sumption contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the 
1961  Convention,  the  1961  Convention  as 
amended  or  the  1971  Convention. 

3.  Knowledge,  intent  or  purpose  re- 
quired as  an  element  of  an  offence  set  forth 
in  paragraph  1  of  this  article  may  be  in- 
ferred from  objective  factual  circumstances. 

4.  (a)  Each  Party  shall  make  the  com- 
mission of  the  offences  established  in  accord- 
ance with  paragraph  1  of  this  article  liable 
to  sanctions  which  take  into  account  the 
grave  nature  of  these  offences,  such  as  im- 
prisonment or  other  forms  of  deprivation  of 
liberty,  pecuniary  sanctions  and 
confiscation. 

(b)  The  Parties  may  provide,  in  addi- 
tion to  conviction  or  punishment,  for  an  of- 
fence established  in  accordance  with 
paragraph  1  of  this  article,  that  the  offender 
shall  undergo  measures  such  as  treatment, 
education,  aftercare,  rehabilitation  or  social 
reintegration. 

(c)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding 
subparagraphs,  in  appropriate  cases  of  a 
minor  nature,  the  Parties  may  provide,  as 
alternatives  to  conviction  or  punishment, 
measures  such  as  education,  rehabilitation 
or  social  reintegration,  as  well  as,  when  the 
offender  is  a  drug  abuser,  treatment  and 
aftercare. 

(d)  The  Parties  may  provide,  either  as 
an  alternative  to  conviction  or  punishment, 
or  in  addition  to  conviction  or  punishment  of 
an  offence  established  in  accordance  with 
paragraph  2  of  this  article,  measures  for  the 
treatment,  education,  aftercare,  rehabilita- 
tion or  social  reintegration  of  the  offender. 

5.  The  Parties  shall  ensure  that  their 
courts  and  other  competent  authorities  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  can  take  into  account  factual 
circumstances  which  make  the  commission 
of  the  offences  established  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  1  of  this  article  particularly 
serious,  such  as: 

(a)  The  involvement  in  the  offence  of 
an  organized  criminal  group  to  which  the  of- 
fender belongs; 

(b)  The  involvement  of  the  offender  in 
other  international  organized  criminal 
activities; 

(c)  The  involvement  of  the  offender  in 
other  illegal  activities  facilitated  by  com- 
mission of  the  offence; 

(d)  The  use  of  violence  or  arms  by  the 
offender; 

(e)  The  fact  that  the  offender  holds  a 
public  office  and  that  the  offence  is  connect- 
ed with  the  office  in  question; 
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(f )  The  victimization  or  use  of  minors; 

(g)  The  fact  that  the  offence  is  com- 
mitted in  a  penal  institution  or  in  an  educa- 
tional institution  or  social  service  facility 

or  in  their  immediate  vicinity  or  in  other 
places  to  which  school  children  and  students 
resort  for  educational,  sports  and  social 
activities; 

(h)  Prior  conviction,  particularly  for 
similar  offences,  whether  foreign  or  domes- 
tic, to  the  extent  permitted  under  the  do- 
mestic law  of  a  Party. 

6.  The  Parties  shall  endeavour  to  ensure 
that  any  discretionary  legal  powers  under 
their  domestic  law  relating  to  the  prosecu- 
tion of  persons  for  offences  established  in 
accordance  with  this  article  are  exercised  to 
maximize  the  effectiveness  of  law  enforce- 
ment measures  in  respect  of  those  offences 
and  with  due  regard  to  the  need  to  deter  the 
commission  of  such  offences. 

7.  The  Parties  shall  ensure  that  their 
courts  or  other  competent  authorities  bear 
in  mind  the  serious  nature  of  the  offences 
enumerated  in  paragraph  1  of  this  article 
and  the  circumstances  enumerated  in  para- 
graph 5  of  this  article  when  considering  the 
eventuality  of  early  release  or  parole  of  per- 
sons convicted  of  such  offences. 

8.  Each  Party  shall,  where  appropriate, 
establish  under  its  domestic  law  a  long  stat- 
ute of  limitations  period  in  which  to  com- 
mence proceedings  for  any  offence 
established  in  accordance  with  paragraph  1 
of  this  article,  and  a  longer  period  where  the 
alleged  offender  has  evaded  the  administra- 
tion of  justice. 

9.  Each  Party  shall  take  appropriate 
measures,  consistent  with  its  legal  system, 
to  ensure  that  a  person  charged  with  or  con- 
victed of  an  offence  established  in  accord- 
ance with  paragraph  1  of  this  article,  who  is 
found  within  its  territory,  is  present  at  the 
necessary  criminal  proceedings. 

10.  For  the  purpose  of  co-operation 
among  the  Parties  under  this  Convention, 
including,  in  particular,  co-operation  under 
articles  5,  6,  7  and  9,  offences  established  in 
accordance  with  this  article  shall  not  be  con- 
sidered as  fiscal  offences  or  as  political  of- 
fences or  regarded  as  politically  motivated, 
without  prejudice  to  the  constitutional  lim- 
itations and  the  fundamental  domestic  law  of 
the  Parties. 

11.  Nothing  contained  in  this  article 
shall  affect  the  principle  that  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  offences  to  which  it  refers  and  of 
legal  defences  thereto  is  reserved  to  the  do- 
mestic law  of  a  Party  and  that  such  offences 
shall  be  prosecuted  and  punished  in  conform- 
ity with  that  law. 


Article  4 

Jurisdiction 

1.  Each  Party: 

(a)  Shall  take  such  measures  as  may 
be  necessary  to  establish  its  jurisdiction 
over  the  offences  it  has  established  in  accord- 
ance with  article  3,  paragraph  1,  when: 


(i)  The  offence  is  committed  in  its 
territory; 

(ii)  The  offence  is  committed  on 
board  a  vessel  flying  its  flag  or  an  aircraft 
which  is  registered  under  its  laws  at  the 
time  the  offence  is  committed; 

(b)  May  take  such  measures  as  may  be 
necessary  to  establish  its  jurisdiction  over 
the  offences  it  has  established  in  accordance 
with  article  3,  paragraph  1,  when: 

(i)  The  offence  is  committed  by  one 
of  its  nationals  or  by  a  person  who  has  his 
habitual  residence  in  its  territory; 

(ii)  The  offence  is  committed  on 
board  a  vessel  concerning  which  that  Party 
has  been  authorized  to  take  appropriate  ac- 
tion pursuant  to  article  17,  provided  that 
such  jurisdiction  shall  be  exercised  only  on 
the  basis  of  agreements  or  arrangements  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraphs  4  and  9  of  that 
article; 

(iii)  The  offence  is  one  of  those  es- 
tablished in  accordance  with  article  3,  para- 
graph 1,  subparagraph  (c)  (iv),  and  is 
committed  outside  its  territory  with  a  view 
to  the  commission,  within  its  territory,  of 
an  offence  established  in  accordance  with 
article  3,  paragraph  1. 

2.  Each  Party: 

(a)  Shall  also  take  such  measures  as 
may  be  necessary  to  establish  its  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  offences  it  has  established  in 
accordance  with  article  3,  paragraph  1, 
when  the  alleged  offender  is  present  in  its 
territory  and  it  does  not  extradite  him  to 
another  Party  on  the  ground: 

(i)  That  the  offence  has  been  com- 
mitted in  its  territory  or  on  board  a  vessel 
flying  its  flag  or  an  aircraft  which  was  reg- 
istered under  its  law  at  the  time  the  offence 
was  committed;  or 

(ii)  That  the  offence  has  been  com- 
mitted by  one  of  its  nationals; 

(b)  May  also  take  such  measures  as 
may  be  necessary  to  establish  its  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  offences  it  has  established  in 
accordance  with  article  3,  paragraph  1, 
when  the  alleged  offender  is  present  in  its 
territory  and  it  does  not  extradite  him  to 
another  Party. 

3.  This  Convention  does  not  exclude  the 
exercise  of  any  criminal  jurisdiction  estab- 
lished by  a  Party  in  accordance  with  its 
domestic  law. 


Article  5 


Confiscation 

1.  Each  Party  shall  adopt  such  measures  as 
may  be  necessary  to  enable  confiscation  of: 

(a)  Proceeds  derived  from  offences  es- 
tablished in  accordance  with  article  3,  para- 
graph 1,  or  property  the  value  of  which 
corresponds  to  that  of  such  proceeds; 


(b)  Narcotic  drugs  and  psychotropic 
substances,  materials  and  equipment  or  oth- 
er instrumentalities  used  in  or  intended  for 
use  in  any  manner  in  offences  established  in 
accordance  with  article  3,  paragraph  1. 

2.  Each  Party  shall  also  adopt  such 
measures  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  its 
competent  authorities  to  identify,  trace  and 
freeze  or  seize  proceeds,  property,  instru- 
mentalities or  any  other  things  referred  to 
in  paragraph  1  of  this  article,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  eventual  confiscation. 

3.  In  order  to  carry  out  the  measures 
referred  to  in  this  article,  each  Party  shall 
empower  its  courts  or  other  competent  au- 
thorities to  order  that  bank,  financial  or 
commercial  records  be  made  available  or  be 
seized.  A  Party  shall  not  decline  to  act  un- 
der the  provisions  of  this  paragraph  on  the 
ground  of  bank  secrecy. 

4.  (a)  Following  a  request  made  pur- 
suant to  this  article  by  another  Party  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  over  an  offence  established 
in  accordance  with  article  3,  paragraph  1, 
the  Party  in  whose  territory  proceeds, 
property,  instrumentalities  or  any  other 
things  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  this 
article  are  situated  shall: 

(i)  Submit  the  request  to  its  compe- 
tent authorities  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
an  order  of  confiscation  and,  if  such  order  is 
granted,  give  effect  to  it;  or 

(ii)  Submit  to  its  competent  authori- 
ties, with  a  view  to  giving  effect  to  it  to  the 
extent  requested,  an  order  of  confiscation  is- 
sued by  the  requesting  Party  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  1  of  this  article,  insofar  as  it 
relates  to  proceeds,  property,  instrumen- 
talities or  any  other  things  referred  to  in 
paragraph  1  situated  in  the  territory  of  the 
requested  Party. 

(b)  Following  a  request  made  pur- 
suant to  this  article  by  another  Party  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  over  an  offence  established 
in  accordance  with  article  3,  paragraph  1, 
the  requested  Party  shall  take  measures  to 
identify,  trace  and  freeze  or  seize  proceeds, 
property,  instrumentalities  or  any  other 
things  referred  to  in  paragraph  1  of  this  ar- 
ticle for  the  purpose  of  eventual  confiscation 
to  be  ordered  either  by  the  requesting  Party 
or,  pursuant  to  a  request  under  subpara- 
graph (a)  of  this  paragraph,  by  the  re- 
quested Party. 

(c)  The  decisions  or  actions  provided 
for  in  subparagraphs  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  para- 
graph shall  be  taken  by  the  requested  Party, 
in  accordance  with  and  subject  to  the  provi- 
sions of  its  domestic  law  and  its  procedural 
rules  or  any  bilateral  or  multilateral  treaty, 
agreement  or  arrangement  to  which  it  may 
be  bound  in  relation  to  the  requesting  Party. 

(d)  The  provisions  of  article  7,  para- 
graphs 6  to  19  are  applicable  mutatis  mutan- 
dis. In  addition  to  the  information  specified 
in  article  7,  paragraph  10,  requests  made 
pursuant  to  this  article  shall  contain  the 
following: 
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(i)  In  the  case  of  a  request  pertain- 
ing to  subparagraph  (a)(i)  of  this  paragraph, 
a  description  of  the  property  to  be  confis- 
cated and  a  statement  of  the  facts  relied 
upon  by  the  requesting  Party  sufficient  to 
enable  the  requested  Party  to  seek  the  order 
under  its  domestic  law; 

(ii)  In  the  case  of  a  request  pertain- 
ing to  subparagraph  (a)(ii),  a  legally  admis- 
sible copy  of  an  order  of  confiscation  issued 
by  the  requesting  Party  upon  which  the  re- 
quest is  based,  a  statement  of  the  facts  and 
information  as  to  the  extent  to  which  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  order  is  requested; 

(iii)  In  the  case  of  a  request  pertain- 
ing to  subparagraph  (b),  a  statement  of  the 
facts  relied  upon  by  the  requesting  Party 
and  a  description  of  the  actions  requested. 

(e)  Each  Party  shall  furnish  to  the 
Secretary-General  the  text  of  any  of  its  laws 
and  regulations  which  give  effect  to  this 
paragraph  and  the  text  of  any  subsequent 
changes  to  such  laws  and  regulations. 

(f)  If  a  Party  elects  to  make  the  tak- 
ing of  the  measures  referred  to  in  subpara- 
graphs (a)  and  (b)  of  this  paragraph 
conditional  on  the  existence  of  a  relevant 
treaty,  that  Party  shall  consider  this  Con- 
vention as  the  necessary  and  sufficient  trea- 
ty basis. 

(g)  The  Parties  shall  seek  to  conclude 
bilateral  and  multilateral  treaties,  agree- 
ments or  arrangements  to  enhance  the  effec- 
tiveness of  international  co-operation 
pursuant  to  this  article. 

5.  (a)  Proceeds  or  property  confiscated 
by  a  Party  pursuant  to  paragraph  1  or  para- 
graph 4  of  this  article  shall  be  disposed  of 
by  that  Party  according  to  its  domestic  law 
and  administrative  procedures. 

(b)  When  acting  on  the  request  of  an- 
other Party  in  accordance  with  this  article, 
a  Party  may  give  special  consideration  to 
concluding  agreements  on: 

(i)  Contributing  the  value  of  such 
proceeds  and  property,  or  funds  derived 
from  the  sale  of  such  proceeds  or  property, 
or  a  substantial  part  thereof,  to  intergovern- 
mental bodies  specializing  in  the  fight 
against  illicit  traffic  in  and  abuse  of  narcotic 
drugs  and  psychotropic  substances; 

(ii)  Sharing  with  other  Parties,  on  a 
regular  or  case-by-case  basis,  such  proceeds 
or  property,  or  funds  derived  from  the  sale 
of  such  proceeds  or  property,  in  accordance 
with  its  domestic  law,  administrative  pro- 
cedures or  bilateral  or  multilateral  agree- 
ments entered  into  for  this  purpose. 

6.  (a)  If  proceeds  have  been  transformed 
or  converted  into  other  property,  such  prop- 
erty shall  be  liable  to  the  measures  referred 
to  in  this  article  instead  of  the  proceeds. 

(b)  If  proceeds  have  been  inter- 
mingled with  property  acquired  from  legiti- 
mate sources,  such  property  shall,  without 
prejudice  to  any  powers  relating  to  seizure 
or  freezing,  be  liable  to  confiscation  up  to 
the  assessed  value  of  the  intermingled 
proceeds. 


from: 


(c)  Income  or  other  benefits  derived 


(i)  Proceeds; 

(ii)  Property  into  which  proceeds 
have  been  transformed  or  converted;  or 

(iii)  Property  with  which  proceeds 
have  been  intermingled  shall  also  be  liable 
to  the  measures  referred  to  in  this  article, 
in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent 
as  proceeds. 

7.  Each  Party  may  consider  ensuring 
that  the  onus  of  proof  be  reversed  regarding 
the  lawful  origin  of  alleged  proceeds  or  oth- 
er property  liable  to  confiscation,  to  the  ex- 
tent that  such  action  is  consistent  with  the 
principles  of  its  domestic  law  and  with  the 
nature  of  the  judicial  and  other  proceedings. 

8.  The  provisions  of  this  article  shall  not 
be  construed  as  prejudicing  the  rights  of 
bona  fide  third  parties. 

9.  Nothing  contained  in  this  article 
shall  affect  the  principle  that  the  measures 
to  which  it  refers  shall  be  defined  and  im- 
plemented in  accordance  with  and  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  the  domestic  law  of  a  Party. 


Article  6 


Extradition 

1.  This  article  shall  apply  to  the  offences  es- 
tablished by  the  Parties  in  accordance  with 
article  3,  paragraph  1. 

2.  Each  of  the  offences  to  which  this  ar- 
ticle applies  shall  be  deemed  to  be  included 
as  an  extraditable  offence  in  any  extradition 
treaty  existing  between  Parties.  The  Par- 
ties undertake  to  include  such  offences  as 
extraditable  offences  in  every  extradition 
treaty  to  be  concluded  between  them. 

3.  If  a  Party  which  makes  extradition 
conditional  on  the  existence  of  a  treaty  re- 
ceives a  request  for  extradition  from  anoth- 
er Party  with  which  it  has  no  extradition 
treaty,  it  may  consider  this  Convention  as 
the  legal  basis  for  extradition  in  respect  of 
any  offence  to  which  this  article  applies. 
The  Parties  which  require  detailed  legisla- 
tion in  order  to  use  this  Convention  as  a 
legal  basis  for  extradition  shall  consider  en- 
acting such  legislation  as  may  be  necessary. 

4.  The  Parties  which  do  not  make  extra- 
dition conditional  on  the  existence  of  a  trea- 
ty shall  recognize  offences  to  which  this 
article  applies  as  extraditable  offences  be- 
tween themselves. 

5.  Extradition  shall  be  subject  to  the 
conditions  provided  for  by  the  law  of  the  re- 
quested Party  or  by  applicable  extradition 
treaties,  including  the  grounds  upon  which 
the  requested  Party  may  refuse  extradition. 

6.  In  considering  requests  received  pur- 
suant to  this  article,  the  requested  State 
may  refuse  to  comply  with  such  requests 
where  there  are  substantial  grounds  leading 
its  judicial  or  other  competent  authorities  to 
believe  that  compliance  would  facilitate  the 
prosecution  or  punishment  of  any  person  on 


account  of  his  race,  religion,  nationality  or 
political  opinions,  or  would  cause  prejudice 
for  any  of  those  reasons  to  any  person  af- 
fected by  the  request. 

7.  The  Parties  shall  endeavour  to  expe- 
dite extradition  procedures  and  to  simplify 
evidentiary  requirements  relating  thereto 
in  respect  of  any  offence  to  which  this  arti- 
cle applies. 

8.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  its  domes- 
tic law  and  its  extradition  treaties,  the  re- 
quested Party  may,  upon  being  satisfied 
that  the  circumstances  so  warrant  and  are 
urgent,  and  at  the  request  of  the  requesting 
Party,  take  a  person  whose  extradition  is 
sought  and  who  is  present  in  its  territory 
into  custody  or  take  other  appropriate  meas- 
ures to  ensure  his  presence  at  extradition 
proceedings. 

9.  Without  prejudice  to  the  exercise  of 
any  criminal  jurisdiction  established  in  ac- 
cordance with  its  domestic  law,  a  Party  in 
whose  territory  an  alleged  offender  is  found 
shall: 

(a)  If  it  does  not  extradite  him  in  re- 
spect of  an  offense  established  in  accordance 
with  article  3,  paragraph  1,  on  the  grounds 
set  forth  in  article  4,  paragraph  2,  subpara- 
graph (a),  submit  the  case  to  its  competent 
authorities  for  the  purpose  of  prosecution, 
unless  otherwise  agreed  with  the  requesting 
Party; 

(b)  If  it  does  not  extradite  him  in  re- 
spect of  such  an  offence  and  has  established 
its  jurisdiction  in  relation  to  that  offence  in   ' 
accordance  with  article  4,  paragraph  2, 
subparagraph  (b),  submit  the  case  to  its 
competent  authorities  for  the  purpose  of 
prosecution,  unless  otherwise  requested  by 
the  requesting  Party  for  the  purposes  of 
preserving  its  legitimate  jurisdiction. 

10.  If  extradition,  sought  for  purposes 
of  enforcing  a  sentence,  is  refused  because 
the  person  sought  is  a  national  of  the  re- 
quested Party,  the  requested  Party  shall,  if 
its  law  so  permits  and  in  conformity  with 
the  requirements  of  such  law,  upon  applica- 
tion of  the  requesting  Party,  consider  the  en- 
forcement of  the  sentence  which  has  been 
imposed  under  the  law  of  the  requesting 
Party,  or  the  remainder  thereof. 

11.  The  Parties  shall  seek  to  conclude 
bilateral  and  multilateral  agreements  to 
carry  out  or  to  enhance  the  effectiveness  of 
extradition. 

12.  The  Parties  may  consider  entering 
into  bilateral  or  multilateral  agreements, 
whether  ad  hoc  or  general,  on  the  transfer 
to  their  country  of  persons  sentenced  to  im- 
prisonment and  other  forms  of  deprivation  of 
liberty  for  offences  to  which  this  article  ap- 
plies, in  order  that  they  may  complete  their 
sentences  there. 
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Article  7 

Mutual  Legal  Assistance 

1.  The  Parties  shall  afford  one  another,  pur- 
suant to  this  article,  the  widest  measure  of 
mutual  legal  assistance  in  investigations, 
prosecutions  and  judicial  proceedings  in  re- 
lation to  criminal  offences  established  in  ac- 
cordance with  article  3,  paragraph  1. 

2.  Mutual  legal  assistance  to  be  afforded 
in  accordance  with  this  article  may  be  re- 
quested for  any  of  the  following  purposes: 

(a)  Taking  evidence  or  statements 
from  persons; 

(b)  Effecting  service  of  judicial 
documents; 

(c)  Executing  searches  and  seizures; 

(d)  Examining  objects  and  sites; 

(e)  Providing  information  and  eviden- 
tiary items; 

(f )  Providing  originals  or  certified 
copies  of  relevant  documents  and  records, 
including  bank,  financial,  corporate  or  busi- 
ness records; 

(g)  Identifying  or  tracing  proceeds, 
property,  instrumentalities  or  other  things 
for  evidentiary  purposes. 

3.  The  Parties  may  afford  one  another 
any  other  forms  of  mutual  legal  assistance 
allowed  by  the  domestic  law  of  the  requested 
Party. 

4.  Upon  request,  the  Parties  shall  facili- 
tate or  encourage,  to  the  extent  consistent 
with  their  domestic  law  and  practice,  the 
presence  or  availability  of  persons,  includ- 
ing persons  in  custody,  who  consent  to  assist 
in  investigations  or  participate  in 
proceedings. 

5.  A  Party  shall  not  decline  to  render 
mutual  legal  assistance  under  this  article  on 
the  grounds  of  bank  secrecy. 

6.  The  provisions  of  this  article  shall  not 
affect  the  obligations  under  any  other  trea- 
ty, bilateral  or  multilateral,  which  governs 
or  will  govern,  in  whole  or  in  part,  mutual 
legal  assistance  in  criminal  matters. 

7.  Paragraphs  8  to  19  of  this  article  shall 
apply  to  requests  made  pursuant  to  this  ar- 
ticle if  the  Parties  in  question  are  not  bound 
by  a  treaty  of  mutual  legal  assistance.  If 
these  Parties  are  bound  by  such  a  treaty,  the 
corresponding  provisions  of  that  treaty  shall 
apply  unless  the  Parties  agree  to  apply 
paragraphs  8  to  19  of  this  article  in  lieu 
thereof. 

8.  Parties  shall  designate  an  authority, 
or  when  necessary  authorities,  which  shall 
have  the  responsibility  and  power  to  execute 
requests  for  mutual  legal  assistance  or  to 
transmit  them  to  the  competent  authorities 
for  execution.  The  authority  or  the  authori- 
ties designated  for  this  purpose  shall 

be  notified  to  the  Secretary-General. 
Transmission  of  requests  for  mutual  legal 
assistance  and  any  communication  related 
thereto  shall  be  effected  between  the  au- 
thorities designated  by  the  Parties;  this  re- 
quirement shall  be  without  prejudice  to  the 
right  of  a  Party  to  require  that  such  re- 


quests and  communications  be  addressed  to 
it  through  the  diplomatic  channel  and,  in 
urgent  circumstances,  where  the  Parties 
agree,  through  channels  of  the  International 
Criminal  Police  Organization,  if  possible. 

9.  Requests  shall  be  made  in  writing  in 
a  language  acceptable  to  the  requested  Par- 
ty. The  language  or  languages  acceptable 
to  each  Party  shall  be  notified  to  the 
Secretary-General.  In  urgent  circum- 
stances, and  where  agreed  by  the  Parties, 
requests  may  be  made  orally,  but  shall  be 
confirmed  in  writing  forthwith. 

10.  A  request  for  mutual  legal  assistance 
shall  contain: 

(a)  The  identity  of  the  authority  mak- 
ing the  request; 

(b)  The  subject  matter  and  nature  of 
the  investigation,  prosecution  or  proceeding 
to  which  the  request  relates,  and  the  name 
and  the  functions  of  the  authority  conduct- 
ing such  investigation,  prosecution  or 
proceeding; 

(c)  A  summary  of  the  relevant  facts, 
except  in  respect  of  requests  for  the  purpose 
of  service  of  judicial  documents; 

(d)  A  description  of  the  assistance 
sought  and  details  of  any  particular  pro- 
cedure the  requesting  Party  wishes  to  be 
followed; 

(e)  Where  possible,  the  identity, 
location  and  nationality  of  any  person 
concerned; 

(f )  The  purpose  for  which  the  evi- 
dence, information  or  action  is  sought. 

11.  The  requested  Party  may  request 
additional  information  when  it  appears  nec- 
essary for  the  execution  of  the  request  in  ac- 
cordance with  its  domestic  law  or  when  it 
can  facilitate  such  execution. 

12.  A  request  shall  be  executed  in 
accordance  with  the  domestic  law  of  the  re- 
quested Party  and,  to  the  extent  not  con- 
trary to  the  domestic  law  of  the  requested 
Party  and  where  possible,  in  accordance  with 
the  procedures  specified  in  the  request. 

13.  The  requesting  Party  shall  not 
transmit  nor  use  information  or  evidence 
furnished  by  the  requested  Party  for  inves- 
tigations, prosecutions  or  proceedings  other 
than  those  stated  in  the  request  without  the 
prior  consent  of  the  requested  Party. 

14.  The  requesting  Party  may  require 
that  the  requested  Party  keep  confidential 
the  fact  and  substance  of  the  request,  except 
to  the  extent  necessary  to  execute  the  re- 
quest. If  the  requested  Party  cannot  comply 
with  the  requirement  of  confidentiality,  it 
shall  promptly  inform  the  requesting  Party. 

15.  Mutual  legal  assistance  may  be 
refused: 

(a)  If  the  request  is  not  made  in  con- 
formity with  the  provisions  of  this  article; 

(b)  If  the  requested  Party  considers 
that  execution  of  the  request  is  likely  to 
prejudice  its  sovereignty,  security,  onln 
public  or  other  essential  interests; 


(c)  If  the  authorities  of  the  requested 
Party  would  be  prohibited  by  its  domestic 
law  from  carrying  out  the  action  requested 
with  regard  to  any  similar  offence,  had  it 
been  subject  to  investigation,  prosecution  or 
proceedings  under  their  own  jurisdiction; 

(d)  If  it  would  be  contrary  to  the  legal 
system  of  the  requested  Party  relating  to 
mutual  legal  assistance  for  the  request  to  be 
granted. 

16.  Reasons  shall  be  given  for  any  refus- 
al of  mutual  legal  assistance. 

17.  Mutual  legal  assistance  may  be 
postponed  by  the  requested  Party  on  the 
grounds  that  it  interferes  with  an  ongoing 
investigation,  prosecution  or  proceeding.  In 
such  a  case,  the  requested  Party  shall  con- 
sult with  the  requesting  Party  to  determine 
if  the  assistance  can  still  be  given  subject  to 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  requested 
Party  deems  necessary. 

18.  A  witness,  expert  or  other  person 
who  consents  to  give  evidence  in  a  proceed- 
ing or  to  assist  in  an  investigation,  prosecu- 
tion or  judicial  proceeding  in  the  territory 
of  the  requesting  Party,  shall  not  be  pros- 
ecuted, detained,  punished  or  subjected  to 
any  other  restriction  of  his  personal  liberty 
in  that  territory  in  respect  of  acts,  omis- 
sions or  convictions  prior  to  his  departure 
from  the  territory  of  the  requested  Party. 
Such  safe  conduct  shall  cease  when  the  wit- 
ness, expert  or  other  person  having  had,  for 
a  period  of  fifteen  consecutive  days,  or  for 
any  period  agreed  upon  by  the  Parties,  from 
the  date  on  which  he  has  been  officially  in- 
formed that  his  presence  is  no  longer  re- 
quired by  the  judicial  authorities,  an 
opportunity  of  leaving,  has  nevertheless  re- 
mained voluntarily  in  the  territory  or,  hav- 
ing left  it,  has  returned  of  his  own  free  will. 

19.  The  ordinary  costs  of  executing  a  re- 
quest shall  be  borne  by  the  requested  Party, 
unless  otherwise  agreed  by  the  Parties  con- 
cerned. If  expenses  of  a  .substantial  or  ex- 
traordinary nature  are  or  will  be  required 
to  fulfill  the  request,  the  Parties  shall  con- 
sult to  determine  the  terms  and  conditions 
under  which  the  request  will  be  executed  as 
well  as  the  manner  in  which  the  costs  shall 
be  borne. 

20.  The  Parties  shall  consider,  as  may 
be  necessary,  the  possibility  of  concluding 
bilateral  or  multilateral  agreements  or  ar- 
rangements that  would  serve  the  purpose  of, 
give  practical  effect  to  or  enhance  the  provi- 
sions of  this  article. 


Article  8 


Transfer  of  Proceedings 

The  Parties  shall  give  consideration  to  the 
possibility  of  transferring  to  one  another 
proceedings  for  criminal  prosecution  of  of- 
fences established  in  accordance  with  arti- 
cle 3,  paragraph  1,  in  cases  where  such 
transfer  is  considered  to  be  in  the  interests 
of  a  proper  administration  of  justice. 
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Article  9 

Other  Forms  of  Co-operation  and  Training 

1.  The  Parties  shall  co-operate  closely  with 
one  another,  consistent  with  their  respective 
domestic  legal  and  administrative  systems, 
with  a  view  to  enhancing  the  effectiveness  of 
law  enforcement  action  to  suppress  the  com- 
mission of  offences  established  in  accord- 
ance with  article  3,  paragraph  1.  They  shall, 
in  particular,  on  the  basis  of  bilateral  or 
multilateral  agreements  or  arrangements: 

(a)  Establish  and  maintain  channels  of 
communication  between  their  competent 
agencies  and  services  to  facilitate  the  secure 
and  rapid  exchange  of  information  concern- 
ing all  aspects  of  offences  established  in 
accordance  with  article  3,  paragraph  1,  in- 
cluding, if  the  Parties  concerned  deem  it  ap- 
propriate, links  with  other  criminal 
activities; 

(b)  Co-operate  with  one  another  in 
conducting  inquiries,  with  respect  to  of- 
fences established  in  accordance  with  arti- 
cle 3,  paragraph  1,  having  an  international 
character,  concerning: 

(i)  The  identity,  whereabouts  and 
activities  of  persons  suspected  of  being  in- 
volved in  offences  established  in  accordance 
with  article  3,  paragraph  1; 

(ii)  The  movement  of  proceeds  or 
property  derived  from  the  commission  of 
such  offences; 

(iii)  The  movement  of  narcotic 
drugs,  psychotropic  substances,  substances 
in  Table  I  and  Table  II  of  this  Convention 
and  instrumentalities  used  or  intended  for 
use  in  the  commission  of  such  offences; 

(c)  In  appropriate  cases  and  if  not  con- 
trary to  domestic  law,  establish  joint  teams, 
taking  into  account  the  need  to  protect  the 
security  of  persons  and  of  operations,  to  car- 
ry out  the  provisions  of  this  paragraph.  Of- 
ficials of  any  Party  taking  part  in  such 
teams  shall  act  as  authorized  by  the  appro- 
priate authorities  of  the  Party  in  whose  ter- 
ritory the  operation  is  to  take  place;  in  all 
such  cases,  the  Parties  involved  shall  ensure 
that  the  sovereignty  of  the  Party  on  whose 
territory  the  operation  is  to  take  place  is 
fully  respected; 

(d)  Provide,  when  appropriate,  neces- 
sary quantities  of  substances  for  analytical 
or  investigative  purposes; 

(e)  Facilitate  effective  co-ordination 
between  their  competent  agencies  and  serv- 
ices and  promote  the  exchange  of  personnel 
and  other  experts,  including  the  posting  of 
liaison  officers. 

2.  Each  Party  shall,  to  the  extent  neees- 
sary,  initiate,  develop  or  improve  specific 
training  programmes  I'm-  its  law  enforce- 
ment and  other  personnel,  including  cus- 
toms, charged  with  the  suppression  of 
offences  established  in  accordance  with  arti- 
cle '■'>.  paragraph  1.  Such  programmes  shall 
deal,  in  particular,  with  the  following: 


(a)  Methods  used  in  the  detection  and 
suppression  of  offences  established  in  accord- 
ance with  article  3,  paragraph  1; 

(b)  Routes  and  techniques  used  by 
persons  suspected  of  being  involved  in  of- 
fences established  in  accordance  with  arti- 
cle 3,  paragraph  1,  particularly  in  transit 
States,  and  appropriate  countermeasures; 

(c)  Monitoring  of  the  import  and  ex- 
port of  narcotic  drugs,  psychotropic  sub- 
stances and  substances  in  Table  I  and 
Table  II; 

(d)  Detection  and  monitoring  of  the 
movement  of  proceeds  and  property  derived 
from,  and  narcotic  drugs,  psychotropic  sub- 
stances and  substances  in  Table  I  and  Table 
II,  and  instrumentalities  used  or  intended 
for  use  in,  the  commission  of  offences  estab- 
lished in  accordance  with  article  3,  para- 
graph 1; 

(e)  Methods  used  for  the  transfer,  con- 
cealment or  disguise  of  such  proceeds,  prop- 
erty and  instrumentalities; 

(f )  Collection  of  evidence; 

(g)  Control  techniques  in  free  trade 
zones  and  free  ports; 

(h)  Modern  law  enforcement 
techniques. 

3.  The  Parties  shall  assist  one  another 
to  plan  and  implement  research  and  training 
programmes  designed  to  share  expertise  in 
the  areas  referred  to  in  paragraph  2  of  this 
article  and,  to  this  end,  shall  also,  when  ap- 
propriate, use  regional  and  international 
conferences  and  seminars  to  promote  co- 
operation and  stimulate  discussion  on  prob- 
lems of  mutual  concern,  including  the  special 
problems  and  needs  of  transit  States. 


Article  10 


International  Co-operation 

and  Assistance  for  Transit  States 

1.  The  Parties  shall  co-operate,  directly  or 
through  competent  international  or  regional 
organizations,  to  assist  and  support  transit 
States  and,  in  particular,  developing  coun- 
tries in  need  of  such  assistance  and  support, 
to  the  extent  possible,  through  programmes 
of  technical  co-operation  on  interdiction  and 
other  related  activities. 

2.  The  Parties  may  undertake,  directly 
or  through  competent  international  or  re- 
gional organizations,  to  provide  financial  as- 
sistance to  such  transit  States  for  the 
purpose  of  augmenting  and  strengthening 
the  infrastructure  needed  for  effective  con- 
trol and  prevention  of  illicit  traffic. 

3.  The  Parties  may  conclude  bilateral  or 
multilateral  agreements  or  arrangements  to 
enhance  the  effectiveness  of  international 
co-operation  pursuant  to  this  article  and 
may  take  into  consideration  financial  ar- 
rangements in  this  regard. 


Article  11 


Controlled  Delivery 

1.  If  permitted  by  the  basic  principles  of 
their  respective  domestic  legal  systems,  the 
Parties  shall  take  the  necessary  measures, 
within  their  possibilities,  to  allow  for  the 
appropriate  use  of  controlled  delivery  at  the 
international  level,  on  the  basis  of  agree- 
ments or  arrangements  mutually  consented 
to,  with  a  view  to  identifying  persons  in- 
volved in  offences  established  in  accordance 
with  article  3,  paragraph  1,  and  to  taking  le- 
gal action  against  them. 

2.  Decisions  to  use  controlled  delivery 
shall  be  made  on  a  case-by-case  basis  and 
may,  when  necessary,  take  into  considera- 
tion financial  arrangements  and  under 
standings  with  respect  to  the  exercise  of  ju- 
risdiction by  the  Parties  concerned. 

3.  Illicit  consignments  whose  controlled 
delivery  is  agreed  to  may,  with  the  consent 
of  the  Parties  concerned,  be  intercepted  and 
allowed  to  continue  with  the  narcotic  drugs 
or  psychotropic  substances  intact  or  re- 
moved or  replaced  in  whole  or  in  part. 


Article  12 


Substances  Frequently  Used  in  the  Illicit 
Manufacture  of  Narcotic  Drugs  or 
Psychotropic  Substances 

1.  The  Parties  shall  take  the  measures  they 
deem  appropriate  to  prevent  diversion  of 
substances  in  Table  I  and  Table  II  used  for 
the  purpose  of  illicit  manufacture  of  narcotic 
drugs  of  psychotropic  substances,  and  shall 
co-operate  with  one  another  to  this  end. 

2.  If  a  Party  or  the  Board  has  informa- 
tion which  in  its  opinion  may  require  the  in- 
clusion of  a  substance  in  Table  I  or  Table  II, 
it  shall  notify  the  Secretary-General  and 
furnish  him  with  the  information  in  support 
of  that  notification.  The  procedure  de- 
scribed in  paragraphs  2  to  7  of  this  article 
shall  also  apply  when  a  Party  or  the  Board 
has  information  justifying  the  deletion  of  a 
substance  from  Table  I  or  Table  II,  or  the 
transfer  of  a  substance  from  one  Table  to  the 
other. 

3.  The  Secretary-General  shall  transmit 
such  notification,  and  any  information  which 
he  considers  relevant,  to  the  Parties,  to  the 
Commission  and,  where  notification  is  made 
by  a  Party,  to  the  Board.  The  Parties  shall 
communicate  their  comments  concerning 
the  notification  to  the  Secretary-General, 
together  with  all  supplementary  informa- 
tion which  may  assist  the  Board  in  estab- 
lishing an  assessment  and  the  Commission 
in  reaching  a  decision. 

4.  If  the  Board,  taking  into  account  the 
extent,  importance  and  diversity  of  the  licit 
use  of  the  substance,  and  the  possibility  and 
ease  of  using  alternate  substances  both  for 
licit  purposes  and  for  the  illicit  manufacture 
of  narcotic  drugs  or  psychotropic  sub- 
stances, finds: 
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(a)  That  the  subtance  is  frequently 
used  in  the  illicit  manufacture  of  a  narcotic 
drug  or  psychotropic  substance; 

(b)  That  the  volume  and  extent  of  the 
illicit  manufacture  of  a  narcotic  drug  or  psy- 
chotropic substance  creates  serious  public- 
health  or  social  problems,  so  as  to  warrant 
international  action, 

it  shall  communicate  to  the  Commission 
an  assessment  of  the  substance,  including 
the  likely  effect  of  adding  the  substance  to 
either  Table  I  or  Table  II  on  both  licit  use 
and  illicit  manufacture,  together  with  rec- 
ommendations of  monitoring  measures,  if 
any.  that  would  be  appropriate  in  the  light  of 
its  assessment. 

5.  The  Commission,  taking  into  account 
the  comments  submitted  by  the  Parties  and 
the  comments  and  recommendations  of  the 
Board,  whose  assessment  shall  be  deter- 
minative as  to  scientific  matters,  and  also 
taking  into  clue  consideration  any  other  rele- 
vant factors,  may  decide  by  a  two-thirds  ma- 
jority of  its  members  to  place  a  substance  in 
Table  I  or  Table  II. 

6.  Any  decision  of  the  Commission  taken 
pursuant  to  this  article  shall  be  communi- 
cated by  the  Secretary-General  to  all  States 
and  other  entities  which  are,  or  which  are 
entitled  to  become,  Parties  to  this  Conven- 
tion, and  to  the  Board.  Such  decision  shall 
become  fully  effective  with  respect  to  each 
Party  one  hundred  and  eighty  days  after  the 
date  of  such  communication. 

7.  (a)  The  decisions  of  the  Commission 
taken  under  this  article  shall  be  subject  to 
review  by  the  Council  upon  the  request  of 
any  Party  filed  within  one  hundred  and 
eighty  clays  after  the  date  of  notification  of 
the  decision.  The  request  for  review  shall  be 
sent  to  the  Secretary-General,  together 
with  all  relevant  information  upon  which  the 
request  for  review  is  based. 

(b)  The  Secretary-General  shall 
transmit  copies  of  the  request  for  review 
and  the  relevant  information  to  the  Commis- 
sion, to  the  Board  and  to  all  the  Parties,  in- 
viting them  to  submit  their  comments 
within  ninety  days.  All  comments  received 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  Council  for 
consideration. 

(c)  The  Council  may  confirm  or  re- 
verse the  decision  of  the  Commission.  Noti- 
fication of  the  Council's  decision  shall  be 
transmitted  to  all  States  and  other  entities 
which  are,  or  which  are  entitled  to  become, 
Parties  to  this  Convention,  to  the  Commis- 
sion and  to  the  Board. 

8.  (a)  Without  prejudice  to  the  gener- 
ality of  the  provisions  contained  in  para- 
graph 1  of  this  article  and  the  provisions  of 
the  1961  Convention,  the  1961  Convention  as 
amended  and  the  1971  Convention,  the  Par- 
ties shall  take  the  measures  they  deem  ap- 
propriate to  monitor  the  manufacture  and 
distribution  of  substances  in  Table  I  and  Ta- 
ble II  which  are  carried  out  within  their 
territory. 


(b)  To  this  end,  the  Parties  may: 

(i)  Control  all  persons  and  enter- 
prises engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  dis- 
tribution of  such  substances; 

(ii)  Control  under  license  the  estab- 
lishment and  premises  in  which  such  manu- 
facture or  distribution  may  take  place; 

(iii)  Require  that  licensees  obtain 
a  permit  for  conducting  the  aforesaid 
operations; 

(iv)  Prevent  the  accumulation  of 
such  substances  in  the  possession  of  manu- 
facturers and  distributors,  in  excess  of  the 
quantities  required  for  the  normal  conduct 
of  business  and  the  prevailing  market 
conditions. 

9.  Each  Party  shall,  with  respect  to 
substances  in  Table  I  and  Table  II,  take  the 
following  measures: 

(a)  Establish  and  maintain  a  system 
to  monitor  international  trade  in  substances 
in  Table  I  and  Table  II  in  order  to  facilitate 
the  identification  of  suspicious  transactions. 
Such  monitoring  systems  shall  be  applied  in 
close  co-operation  with  manufacturers,  im- 
porters, exporters,  wholesalers  and  re- 
tailers, who  shall  inform  the  competent 
authorities  of  suspicious  orders  and 
transactions. 

(b)  Provide  for  the  seizure  of  any  sub- 
stance in  Table  I  or  Table  II  if  there  is  suffi- 
cient evidence  that  it  is  for  use  in  the  illicit 
manufacture  of  a  narcotic  drug  or  psycho- 
tropic substance. 

(c)  Notify,  as  soon  as  possible,  the 
competent  authorities  and  services  of  the 
Parties  concerned  if  there  is  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  the  import,  export  or  transit  of  a 
substance  in  Table  I  or  Table  II  is  destined 
for  the  illicit  manufacture  of  narcotic  drugs 
or  psychotropic  substances,  including  in  par- 
ticular information  about  the  means  of  pay- 
ment and  any  other  essential  elements  which 
led  to  that  belief. 

(d)  Require  that  imports  and  exports 
be  properly  labelled  and  documented.  Com- 
mercial documents  such  as  invoices,  cargo 
manifests,  customs,  transport  and  other 
shipping  documents  shall  include  the  names, 
as  stated  in  Table  I  or  Table  II,  of  the  sub- 
stances being  imported  or  exported,  the 
quantity  being  imported  or  exported  and 
the  name  and  address  of  the  exporter,  the 
importer  and,  when  available,  the  consignee. 

(e)  Ensure  that  documents  referred  to 
in  subparagraph  (d)  of  this  paragraph  are 
maintained  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  two 
years  and  may  be  made  available  for  inspec- 
tion by  the  competent  authorities. 

10.  (a)  In  addition  to  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  9,  and  upon  request  to  the 
Secretary-General  by  the  interested  Party, 
each  Party  from  whose  territory  a  sub- 
stance in  Table  I  is  to  be  exported  shall  en- 
sure that,  prior  to  such  export,  the  following 
information  is  supplied  by  its  competent  au- 
thorities to  the  competent  authorities  of  the 
importing  country: 


(i)  Name  and  address  of  the  export- 
er and  importer  and,  when  available,  the 
consignee; 

(ii)  Name  of  the  substance  in 
Table  I; 

(iii)  Quantity  of  the  substance  to  be 
exported; 

(iv)  Expected  point  of  entry  and  ex- 
pected date  of  dispatch; 

(v)  Any  other  information  which  is 
mutually  agreed  upon  by  the  Parties. 

(b)  A  Party  may  adopt  more  strict  or 
severe  measures  of  control  than  those  pro- 
vided by  this  paragraph  if,  in  its  opinion, 
such  measures  are  desirable  or  necessary. 

11.  Where  a  Party  furnishes  informa- 
tion to  another  Party  in  accordance  with 
paragraphs  9  and  10  of  this  article,  the  Par- 
ty furnishing  such  information  may  require 
that  the  Party  receiving  it  keep  confidential 
any  trade,  business,  commercial  or  profes- 
sional secret  or  trade  process. 

12.  Each  Party  shall  furnish  annually  to 
the  Board,  in  the  form  and  manner  provided 
for  by  it  and  on  forms  made  available  by  it, 
information  on: 

(a)  The  amounts  seized  of  substances 
in  Table  I  and  Table  II  and,  when  known, 
their  origin; 

(b)  Any  substance  not  included  in  Ta- 
ble I  or  Table  II  which  is  identified  as  hav- 
ing been  used  in  illicit  manufacture  of 
narcotic  drugs  or  psychotropic  substances, 
and  which  is  deemed  by  the  Party  to  be  suf- 
ficiently significant  to  be  brought  to  the  at- 
tention of  the  Board; 

(c)  Methods  of  diversion  and  illicit 
manufacture. 

13.  The  Board  shall  report  annually  to 
the  Commission  on  the  implementation  of 
this  article  and  the  Commission  shall  peri- 
odicals review  the  adequacy  and  propriety 
ofTablelandTablell. 

14.  The  provisions  of  this  article  shall 
not  apply  to  pharmaceutical  preparations, 
nor  to  other  preparations  containing  sub- 
stances in  Table  I  or  Table  II  that  are  com- 
pounded in  such  a  way  that  such  substances 
cannot  be  easily  used  or  recovered  by  readi- 
ly applicable  means. 


Article  13 


Materials  and  Equipment 

The  Parties  shall  take  such  measures  as 
they  deem  appropriate  to  prevent  trade  in 
and  the  diversion  of  materials  and  equip- 
ment for  illicit  production  or  manufacture  of 
narcotic  drugs  and  psychotropic  substances 
and  shall  co-operate  to  this  end. 
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Article  14 

Measures  to  Eradicate  Illicit  Cultivation 
of  Narcotic  Plants  and  to  Eliminate  Illicit 
Demand  for  Narcotic  Drugs  and 
Psychotropic  Substances 

1.  Any  measures  taken  pursuant  to  this 
Convention  by  Parties  shall  not  be  less 
stringent  than  the  provisions  applicable  to 
the  eradication  of  illicit  cultivation  of  plants 
containing  narcotic  and  psychotropic  sub- 
stances and  to  the  elimination  of  illicit  de- 
mand for  narcotic  drugs  and  psychotropic 
substances  under  the  provisions  of  the  1961 
Convention,  the  1961  Convention  as  amended 
and  the  1971  Convention. 

2.  Each  Party  shall  take  appropriate 
measures  to  prevent  illicit  cultivation  of  and 
to  eradicate  plants  containing  narcotic  or 
psychotropic  substances,  such  as  opium  pop- 
py, coca  bush  and  cannabis  plants,  cultivated 
illicitly  in  its  territory.  The  measures 
adopted  shall  respect  fundamental  human 
rights  and  shall  take  due  account  of  tradi- 
tional licit  uses,  where  there  is  historic  evi- 
dence of  such  use,  as  well  as  the  protection 
of  the  environment. 

3.  (a)  The  Parties  may  co-operate  to  in- 
crease the  effectiveness  of  eradication  ef- 
forts. Such  co-operation  may,  inter  alia, 
include  support,  when  appropriate,  for  inte- 
grated rural  development  leading  to  eco- 
nomically viable  alternatives  to  illicit 
cultivation.  Factors  such  as  access  to  mar- 
kets, the  availability  of  resources  and  pre- 
vailing socio-economic  conditions  should  be 
taken  into  account  before  such  rural  devel- 
opment programmes  are  implemented.  The 
Parties  may  agree  on  any  other  appropriate 
measures  of  co-operation. 

(b)  The  Parties  shall  also  facilitate  the 
exchange  of  scientific  and  technical  informa- 
tion and  the  conduct  of  research  concerning 
eradication. 

(c)  Whenever  they  have  common  fron- 
tiers, the  Parties  shall  seek  to  co-operate  in 
eradication  programmes  in  their  respective 
areas  along  those  frontiers. 

4.  The  Parties  shall  adopt  appropriate 
measures  aimed  at  eliminating  or  reducing 
illicit  demand  for  narcotic  drugs  and  psycho- 
tropic substances,  with  a  view  to  reducing 
human  suffering  and  eliminating  financial 
incentives  for  illicit  traffic.  These  measures 
may  be  based,  inter  alia,  on  the  recommen- 
dations of  the  United  Nations,  specialized 
agencies  of  the  United  Nations  such  as  the 
World  Health  Organization,  and  other  com- 
petent international  organizations,  and  on 
the  Comprehensive  Multidisciplinary  Out- 
line adopted  by  the  International  Confer- 
ence on  Drug  Abuse  and  Illicit  Trafficking, 
held  in  1987,  as  it  pertains  to  governmental 
and  non-governmental  agencies  and  private 
efforts  in  the  fields  of  prevention,  treatment 
and  rehabilitation.  The  Parties  may  enter 
into  bilateral  or  multilateral  agreements  or 
arrangements  aimed  at  eliminating  or  re- 
ducing illicit  demand  for  narcotic  drugs  and 
psychotropic  substances. 


5.  The  Parties  may  also  take  necessary 
measures  for  early  destruction  or  lawful  dis- 
posal of  the  narcotic  drugs,  psychotropic 
substances  and  substances  in  Table  I  and 
Table  II  which  have  been  seized  or  confis- 
cated and  for  the  admissibility  as  evidence 
of  duly  certified  necessary  quantities  of 
such  substances. 


Article  15 


Commercial  Carriers 

1.  The  Parties  shall  take  appropriate  meas- 
ures to  ensure  that  means  of  transport  oper- 
ated by  commercial  carriers  are  not  used  in 
the  commission  of  offences  established  in  ac- 
cordance with  article  3,  paragraph  1;  such 
measures  may  include  special  arrangements 
with  commercial  carriers. 

2.  Each  Party  shall  require  commercial 
carriers  to  take  reasonable  precautions  to 
prevent  the  use  of  their  means  of  transport 
for  the  commission  of  offences  established  in 
accordance  with  article  3,  paragraph  1.  Such 
precautions  may  include: 

(a)  If  the  principal  place  of  business  of 
a  commercial  carrier  is  within  the  territory 
of  the  Party: 

(i)  Training  of  personnel  to  identify 
suspicious  consignments  or  persons; 

(ii)  Promotion  of  integrity  of 
personnel; 

(b)  If  a  commercial  carrier  is  operat- 
ing within  the  territory  of  the  Party: 

(i)  Submission  of  cargo  manifests  in 
advance  whenever  possible; 

(ii)  Use  of  tamper-resistant,  indi- 
vidually verifiable  seals  on  containers; 

(iii)  Reporting  to  the  appropriate 
authorities  at  the  earliest  opportunity  all 
suspicious  circumstances  that  may  be  re- 
lated to  the  commission  of  offences  estab- 
lished in  accordance  with  article  3, 
paragraph  1. 

3.  Each  Party  shall  seek  to  ensure  that 
commercial  carriers  and  the  appropriate  au- 
thorities at  points  of  entry  and  exit  and  oth- 
er customs  control  areas  co-operate,  with  a 
view  to  preventing  unauthorized  access  to 
means  of  transport  and  cargo  and  to  imple- 
menting appropriate  security  measures. 


Article  16 

Commercial  Documents 
and  Labelling  of  Exports 

1.  Each  Party  shall  require  that  lawful  ex- 
ports of  narcotic  drugs  and  psychotropic 
substances  be  properly  documented.  In  ad- 
dition to  the  requirements  for  documenta- 
tion under  article  31  of  the  1961  Convention, 
article  31  of  the  1961  Convention  as  amended 
and  article  12  of  the  1971  Convention,  com- 
mercial documents  such  as  invoices,  cargo 
manifests,  customs,  transport  and  other 


shipping  documents  shall  include  the  names 
of  the  narcotic  drugs  and  psychotropic  sub- 
stances being  exported  as  set  out  in  the  re- 
spective Schedules  of  the  1961  Convention, 
the  1961  Convention  as  amended  and  the  1971 
Convention,  the  quantity  being  exported, 
and  the  name  and  address  of  the  exporter, 
the  importer  and,  when  available,  the 
consignee. 

2.  Each  Party  shall  require  that  con- 
signments of  narcotic  drugs  and  psycho- 
tropic substances  being  exported  be  not 
mislabelled. 


Article  17 


Illicit  Traffic  by  Sea 

1.  The  Parties  shall  co-operate  to  the  fullest 
extent  possible  to  suppress  illicit  traffic  by 
sea,  in  conformity  with  the  international  law 
of  the  sea. 

2.  A  Party  which  has  reasonable 
grounds  to  suspect  that  a  vessel  flying  its 
flag  or  not  displaying  a  flag  or  marks  of  reg- 
istry is  engaged  in  illicit  traffic  may  request 
the  assistance  of  other  Parties  in  suppress- 
ing its  use  for  that  purpose.  The  Parties  so 
requested  shall  render  such  assistance  with- 
in the  means  available  to  them. 

3.  A  Party  which  has  reasonable 
grounds  to  suspect  that  a  vessel  exercising 
freedom  of  navigation  in  accordance  with  in- 
ternational law  and  flying  the  flag  or  dis- 
playing marks  of  registry  of  another  Party 
is  engaged  in  illicit  traffic  may  so  notify  the 
flag  State,  request  confirmation  of  registry 
and,  if  confirmed,  request  authorization 
from  the  flag  State  to  take  appropriate 
measures  in  regard  to  that  vessel. 

4.  In  accordance  with  paragraph  3  or  in 
accordance  with  treaties  in  force  between 
them  or  in  accordance  with  any  agreement 
or  arrangement  otherwise  reached  between 
those  Parties,  the  flag  State  may  authorize 
the  requesting  State  to,  inter  alia: 

(a)  Board  the  vessel; 

(b)  Search  the  vessel; 

(c)  If  evidence  of  involvement  in  illicit 
traffic  is  found,  take  appropriate  action  with 
respect  to  the  vessel,  persons  and  cargo  on 
board. 

5.  Where  action  is  taken  pursuant  to 
this  article,  the  Parties  concerned  shall  take 
due  account  of  the  need  not  to  endanger  the 
safety  of  life  at  sea,  the  security  of  the  ves- 
sel and  the  cargo  or  to  prejudice  the  com- 
mercial and  legal  interests  of  the  flag  State 
or  any  other  interested  State. 

6.  The  flag  State  may,  consistent  with 
its  obligations  in  paragraph  1  of  this  article, 
subject  its  authorization  to  conditions  to  be 
mutually  agreed  between  it  and  the  request- 
ing Party,  including  conditions  relating  to 
responsibility. 

7.  For  the  purposes  of  paragraphs  3 
and  4  of  this  article,  a  Party  shall  respond 
expeditiously  to  a  request  from  another  Par- 
ty to  determine  whether  a  vessel  that  is  fly- 
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ing  its  flag  is  entitled  to  do  so,  and  to 
requests  for  authorization  made  pursuant  to 
paragraph  3.  At  the  time  of  becoming  a  Par- 
ty to  this  Convention,  each  Party  shall  des- 
ignate an  authority  or,  when  necessary, 
authorities  to  receive  and  respond  to  such 
requests.  Such  designation  shall  be  notified 
through  the  Secretary-General  to  all  other 
Parties  within  one  month  of  the  designation. 

8.  A  Party  which  has  taken  any  action 
in  accordance  with  this  article  shall 
promptly  inform  the  flag  State  concerned  of 
the  results  of  that  action. 

9.  The  Parties  shall  consider  entering 
into  bilateral  or  regional  agreements  or  ar- 
rangements to  carry  out,  or  to  enhance  the 
effectiveness  of,  the  provisions  of  this 
article. 

10.  Action  pursuant  to  paragraph  4  of 
this  article  shall  be  carried  out  only  by  war- 
ships or  military  aircraft,  or  other  ships  or 
aircraft  clearly  marked  and  identifiable  as 
being  on  government  service  and  authorized 
to  that  effect. 

11.  Any  action  taken  in  accordance  with 
this  article  shall  take  due  account  of  the 
need  not  to  interfere  with  or  affect  the 
rights  and  obligations  and  the  exercise  of  ju- 
risdication  of  coastal  States  in  accordance 
with  the  international  law  of  the  sea. 


Article  18 


Free  Trade  Zones  and  Free  Ports 

1.  The  Parties  shall  apply  measures  to  sup- 
press illicit  traffic  in  narcotic  drugs,  psy- 
chotropic substances  and  substances  in 
Table  I  and  Table  II  in  free  trade  zones  and 
in  free  ports  that  are  no  less  stringent  than 
those  applied  in  other  parts  of  their 
territories. 

2.  The  Parties  shall  endeavour: 

(a)  To  monitor  the  movement  of  goods 
and  persons  in  free  trade  zones  and  free 
ports,  and,  to  that  end,  shall  empower  the 
competent  authorities  to  search  cargoes  and 
incoming  and  outgoing  vessels,  including 
pleasure  craft  and  fishing  vessels,  as  well  as 
aircraft  and  vehicles  and,  when  appropriate, 
to  search  crew  members,  passengers  and 
their  baggage; 

(b)  To  establish  and  maintain  a  sys- 
tem to  detect  consignments  suspected  of 
containing  narcotic  drugs,  psychotropic  sub- 
stances and  substances  in  Table  I  and  Ta- 
ble II  passing  into  or  out  of  free  trade  zones 
and  free  ports; 

(c)  To  establish  and  maintain  surveil- 
lance systems  in  harbour  and  dock  areas  and 
at  airports  and  border  control  points  in  free 
trade  zones  and  free  ports. 


Article  19 


The  Use  of  the  Mails 

1.  In  conformity  with  their  obligations  under 
the  Conventions  of  the  Universal  Postal 
Union,  and  in  accordance  with  the  basic 
principles  of  their  domestic  legal  systems, 
the  Parties  shall  adopt  measures  to  sup- 
press the  use  of  the  mails  for  illicit  traffic 
and  shall  co-operate  with  one  another  to 
that  end. 

2.  The  measures  referred  to  in  para- 
graph 1  of  this  article  shall  include,  in 
particular: 

(a)  Co-ordinated  action  for  the  preven- 
tion and  repression  of  the  use  of  the  mails 
for  illicit  traffic; 

(b)  Introduction  and  maintenance  by 
authorized  law  enforcement  personnel  of  in- 
vestigative and  control  techniques  designed 
to  detect  illicit  consignments  of  narcotic 
drugs,  psychotropic  substances  and  sub- 
stances in  Table  I  and  Table  II  in  the  mails; 

(c)  Legislative  measures  to  enable  the 
use  of  appropriate  means  to  secure  evidence 
required  for  judicial  proceedings. 


Article  20 

Information  to  be  Furnished 
by  the  Parties 

1.  The  Parties  shall  furnish,  through  the 
Secretary-General,  information  to  the  Com- 
mission on  the  working  of  this  Convention  in 
their  territories  and,  in  particular: 

(a)  The  text  of  laws  and  regulations 
promulgated  in  order  to  give  effect  to  the 
Convention; 

(b)  Particulars  of  cases  of  illicit  traf- 
fic within  their  jurisdiction  which  they  con- 
sider important  because  of  new  trends 
disclosed,  the  quantities  involved,  the 
sources  from  which  the  substances  are  ob- 
tained or  the  methods  employed  by  persons 
so  engaged. 

2.  The  Parties  shall  furnish  such  infor- 
mation in  such  a  manner  and  by  such  dates 
as  the  Commission  may  request. 


Article  21 


Functions  of  the  Commission 

The  Commission  is  authorized  to  consider  all 
matters  pertaining  to  the  aims  of  this  Con- 
vention and,  in  particular: 

(a)  The  Commission  shall,  on  the  basis 
of  the  information  submitted  by  the  Parties 
in  accordance  with  article  20,  review  the  op- 
eration of  this  Convention; 

(b)  The  Commission  may  make  sug- 
gestions and  general  recommendations 
based  on  the  examination  of  the  information 
received  from  the  Parties: 


(c)  The  Commission  may  call  the  at- 
tention of  the  Board  to  any  matters  which 
may  be  relevant  to  the  functions  of  the 
Board; 

(d)  The  Commission  shall,  on  any 
matter  referred  to  it  by  the  Board  under  ar- 
ticle 22,  paragraph  Kb),  take  such  action  as 
it  deems  appropriate; 

(e)  The  Commission  may,  in  conformi- 
ty with  the  procedures  laid  down  in  arti- 
cle 12,  amend  Table  I  and  Table  II; 

(f )  The  Commission  may  draw  the  at- 
tention of  non-Parties  to  decisions  and  rec- 
ommendations which  it  adopts  under  this 
Convention,  with  a  view  to  their  considering 
taking  action  in  accordance  therewith. 


Article  22 


Functions  of  the  Board 

1.  Without  prejudice  to  the  functions  of  the 
Commission  under  article  21,  and  without 
prejudice  to  the  functions  of  the  Board  and 
the  Commission  under  the  1961  Convention, 
the  1961  Convention  as  amended  and  the  1971 
Convention: 

(a)  If,  on  the  basis  of  its  examina- 
tion of  information  available  to  it,  to  the 
Secretary-General  or  to  the  Commission,  or 
of  information  communicated  by  United  Na- 
tions organs,  the  Board  has  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  the  aims  of  this  Convention  in 
matters  related  to  its  competence  are  not 
being  met,  the  Board  may  invite  a  Party  or 
Parties  to  furnish  any  relevant  information; 

(b)  With  respect  to  articles  12,  13 
and  16: 

(i)  After  taking  action  under  sub- 
paragraph (a)  of  this  article,  the  Board,  if 
satisfied  that  it  is  necessary  to  do  so,  may 
call  upon  the  Party  concerned  to  adopt  such 
remedial  measures  as  shall  seem  under  the 
circumstances  to  be  necessary  for  the  execu- 
tion of  the  provisions  of  articles  12,  13 
and  16; 

(ii)  Prior  to  taking  action  under  (iii) 
below,  the  Board  shall  treat  as  confidential 
its  communications  with  the  Party  con- 
cerned under  the  preceding  subparagraphs; 

(iii)  If  the  Board  finds  that  the  Par- 
ty concerned  has  not  taken  remedial  meas- 
ures which  it  has  been  called  upon  to  take 
under  this  subparagraph,  it  may  call  the  at- 
tention of  the  Parties,  the  Council  and  the 
Commission  to  the  matter.  Any  report  pub- 
lished by  the  Board  under  this  subpara- 
graph shall  also  contain  the  views  of  the 
Party  concerned  if  the  latter  so  requests. 

2.  Any  Party  shall  be  invited  to  be  rep- 
resented at  a  meeting  of  the  Board  at  which 
a  question  of  direct  interest  to  it  is  to  be 
considered  under  this  article. 

3.  If  in  any  case  a  decision  of  the  Board 
which  is  adopted  under  this  article  is  not 
unanimous,  the  views  of  the  minority  shall 
be  stated. 
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4.  Decisions  of  the  Board  under  this  ar- 
ticle shall  be  taken  by  a  two-thirds  majority 
of  the  whole  number  of  the  Board. 

5.  In  carrying  out  its  functions  pur- 
suant to  subparagraph  1(a)  of  this  article, 
the  Board  shall  ensure  the  confidentiality  of 
all  information  which  may  come  into  its 
possession. 


Article  26 


6.  The  Board's  responsibility  under  this 
article  shall  not  apply  to  the  implementation 
of  treaties  or  agreements  entered  into  be- 
tween Parties  in  accordance  with  the  provi- 
sions of  this  Convention. 

7.  The  provisions  of  this  article  shall  not 
be  applicable  to  disputes  between  Parties 
falling  under  the  provisions  of  article  32. 


Article  23 

Reports  of  the  Board 

1.  The  Board  shall  prepare  an  annual  report 
on  its  work  containing  an  analysis  of  the  in- 
formation at  its  disposal  and,  in  appropriate 
cases,  an  account  of  the  explanations,  if  any, 
given  by  or  required  of  Parties,  together 
with  any  observations  and  recommendations 
which  the  Board  desires  to  make.  The  Board 
may  make  such  additional  reports  as  it  con- 
siders necessary.  The  reports  shall  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  Council  through  the 
Commission  which  may  make  such  com- 
ments as  it  sees  fit. 

2.  The  reports  of  the  Board  shall  be 
communicated  to  the  Parties  and  subse- 
quently published  by  the  Secretary-General. 
The  Parties  shall  permit  their  unrestricted 
distribution. 


Article  24 


Application  of  Stricter  Measures  Than 
Those  Required  by  This  Convention 

A  Party  may  adopt  more  strict  or  severe 
measures  than  those  provided  by  this  Con- 
vention if,  in  its  opinion,  such  measures  are 
desirable  or  necessary  for  the  prevention  or 
suppression  of  illicit  traffic. 


Article  25 

Non-Derogation  From  Earlier  Treaty 
Rights  and  Obligations 

The  provisions  of  this  Convention  shall  not 
derogate  from  any  rights  enjoyed  or  obliga- 
tions undertaken  by  Parties  to  this  Conven- 
tion under  the  1961  Convention,  the  1961 
Convention  as  amended  and  the  1971 
Convention. 


Signature 

This  Convention  shall  be  open  for  signature 
at  the  United  Nations  Office  at  Vienna,  from 
20  December  1988  to  28  February  1989,  and 
thereafter  at  the  Headquarters  of  the 
United  Nations  at  New  York,  until  20 
December  1989,  by: 

(a)  All  States; 

(b)  Namibia,  represented  by  the 
United  Nations  Council  for  Namibia; 

(c)  Regional  economic  integration  or- 
ganizations which  have  competence  in  re- 
spect of  the  negotiation,  conclusion  and 
application  of  international  agreements  in 
matters  covered  by  this  Convention,  refer- 
ences under  the  Convention  to  Parties, 
States  or  national  services  being  applicable 
to  these  organizations  within  the  limits  of 
their  competence. 


Article  27 

Ratification,  Acceptance,  Approval 
or  Act  of  Formal  Confirmation 

1.  This  Convention  is  subject  to  ratification, 
acceptance  or  approval  by  States  and  by 
Namibia,  represented  by  the  United  Na- 
tions Council  for  Namibia,  and  to  acts  of 
formal  confirmation  by  regional  economic 
integration  organizations  referred  to  in  ar- 
ticle 26,  subparagraph  (c).  The  instruments 
of  ratification,  acceptance  or  approval  and 
those  relating  to  acts  of  formal  confirmation 
shall  be  deposited  with  the  Secretary- 
General. 

2.  In  their  instruments  of  formal  con- 
firmation, regional  economic  integration  or- 
ganizations shall  declare  the  extent  of  their 
competence  with  respect  to  the  matters  gov- 
erned by  this  Convention.  These  organiza- 
tions shall  also  inform  the  Secretary- 
General  of  any  modification  in  the  extent  of 
their  competence  with  respect  to  the  mat- 
ters governed  by  the  Convention. 


Article  28 


Accession 

1.  This  Convention  shall  remain  open  for  ac- 
cession by  any  State,  by  Namibia,  repre- 
sented by  the  United  Nations  Council  for 
Namibia,  and  by  regional  economic  integra- 
tion organizations  referred  to  in  article  26, 
subparagraph  (c).  Accession  shall  be  effected 
by  the  deposit  of  an  instrument  of  accession 
with  the  Secretary-General. 

2.  In  their  instruments  of  accession,  re- 
gional economic  integration  organizations 
shall  declare  the  extent  of  their  competence 
with  respect  to  the  matters  governed  by 


this  Convention.  These  organizations  shall 
also  inform  the  Secretary-General  of  any 
modification  in  the  extent  of  their  compe- 
tence with  respect  to  the  matters  governed 
by  the  Convention. 


Article  29 


Entry  Into  Force 

1.  This  Convention  shall  enter  into  force  on 
the  ninetieth  day  after  the  date  of  the  de- 
posit with  the  Secretary-General  of  the 
twentieth  instrument  of  ratification,  accept- 
ance, approval  or  accession  by  States  or  by 
Namibia,  represented  by  the  Council  for 
Namibia. 

2.  For  each  State  or  for  Namibia,  repre- 
sented by  the  Council  for  Namibia,  ratify- 
ing, accepting,  approving  or  acceding  to 
this  Convention  after  the  deposit  of  the 
twentieth  instrument  of  ratification,  accept- 
ance, approval  or  accession,  the  Convention 
shall  enter  into  force  on  the  ninetieth  day 
after  the  date  of  the  deposit  of  its  instru- 
ment of  ratification,  acceptance,  approval  or 
accession. 

3.  For  each  regional  economic  integra- 
tion organization  referred  to  in  article  26, 
subparagraph  (c)  depositing  an  instrument 
relating  to  an  act  of  formal  confirmation  or 
an  instrument  of  accession,  this  Convention 
shall  enter  into  force  on  the  ninetieth  day 
after  such  deposit,  or  at  the  date  the  Con- 
vention enters  into  force  pursuant  to  para- 
graph 1  of  this  article,  whichever  is  later. 


Article  30 


Denunciation 

1.  A  Party  may  denounce  this  Convention  at 
any  time  by  a  written  notification  addressed 
to  the  Secretary-General. 

2.  Such  denunciation  shall  take  effect 
for  the  Party  concerned  one  year  after  the 
date  of  receipt  of  the  notification  by  the 
Secretary-General. 


Article  31 


Amendments 

1.  Any  Party  may  propose  an  amendment 
to  this  Convention.  The  text  of  any  such 
amendment  and  the  reasons  therefore  shall 
be  communicated  by  that  Party  to  the 
Secretary-General,  who  shall  communicate 
it  to  the  other  Parties  and  shall  ask  them 
whether  they  accept  the  proposed  amend- 
ment. If  a  proposed  amendment  so  circu- 
lated has  not  been  rejected  by  any  Party 
within  twenty-four  months  after  it  has  been 
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circulated,  it  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been 
accepted  and  shall  enter  into  force  in  re- 
spect of  a  Party  ninety  days  after  that  Party 
has  deposited  with  the  Secretary-General 
an  instrument  expressing  its  consent  to  be 
bound  by  that  amendment. 

2.  If  a  proposed  amendment  has  been 
rejected  by  any  Party,  the  Secretary- 
General  shall  consult  with  the  Parties  and, 
if  a  majority  so  requests,  he  shall  bring  the 
matter,  together  with  any  comments  made 
by  the  Parties,  before  the  Council  which 
may  decide  to  call  a  conference  in  accord- 
ance with  Article  62,  paragraph  4,  of  the 
Charter  of  the  United  Nations.  Any  amend- 
ment resulting  from  such  a  Conference  shall 
be  embodied  in  a  Protocol  of  Amendment. 
Consent  to  be  bound  by  such  a  Protocol  shall 
be  required  to  be  expressed  specifically  to 
the  Secretary-General. 


Article  32 


Article  33 


Authentic  Texts 

The  Arabic,  Chinese,  English,  French,  Rus- 
sian and  Spanish  texts  of  this  Convention 
are  equally  authentic. 


Article  34 


Depositary 

The  Secretary-General  shall  be  the  deposi- 
tary of  this  Convention. 


In  Witness  Whereof  the  undersigned, 
being  duly  authorized  thereto,  have  signed 
this  Convention. 

Done  at  Vienna,  in  one  original,  this 
twentieth  day  of  December  one  thousand 
nine  hundred  and  eighty-eight. 


ANNEX 


Table  I 

Ephedrine 

Ergometrine 

Ergotamine 

Lysergic  acid 

l-phenyl-2-propanone 

Pseudoephedrine 

The  salts  of  the  sub- 
stances in  this  Table 
whenever  the  exist- 
ence of  such  salts  is 
possible. 


Table  II 

Acetic  anhydride 
Acetone 
Anthranilic  acid 
Ethyl  ether 
Phenylacetic  acid 
Piperidine 

The  salts  of  the  sub- 
stances listed  in  this 
Table  whenever  the 
existence  of  such 
salts  is  possible.  ■ 


Settlement  of  Disputes 

1.  If  there  should  arise  between  two  or  more 
Parties  a  dispute  relating  to  the  interpreta- 
tion or  application  of  this  Convention,  the 
Parties  shall  consult  together  with  a  view  to 
the  settlement  of  the  dispute  by  negotiation, 
enquiry,  mediation,  conciliation,  arbitration, 
recourse  to  regional  bodies,  judicial  process 
or  other  peaceful  means  of  their  own  choice. 

2.  Any  such  dispute  which  cannot  be 
settled  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  para- 
graph 1  of  this  article  shall  be  referred,  at 
the  request  of  any  one  of  the  States  Parties 
to  the  dispute,  to  the  International  Court  of 
Justice  for  decision. 

3.  If  a  regional  economic  integration  or- 
ganization referred  to  in  article  26,  subpara- 
graph (c)  is  a  Party  to  a  dispute  which 
cannot  be  settled  in  the  manner  prescribed 
in  paragraph  1  of  this  article,  it  may, 
through  a  State  Member  of  the  United  Na- 
tions, request  the  Council  to  request  an  ad- 
visory opinion  of  the  International  Court  of 
Justice  in  accordance  with  article  65  of  the 
Statute  of  the  Court,  which  opinion  shall  be 
regarded  as  decisive. 

4.  Each  State,  at  the  time  of  signature 
or  ratification,  acceptance  or  approval  of 
this  Convention  or  accession  thereto,  or 
each  regional  economic  integration  organi- 
zation, at  the  time  of  signature  or  deposit  of 
an  act  of  formal  confirmation  or  accession, 
may  declare  that  it  does  not  consider  itself 
bound  by  paragraphs  2  and  3  of  this  article. 
The  other  Parties  shall  not  be  bound  by 
paragraphs  2  and  3  with  respect  to  any 
Party  having  made  such  a  declaration. 

5.  Any  Party  having  made  a  declaration 
in  accordance  with  paragraph  4  of  this  arti- 
cle may  at  any  time  withdraw  the  declara- 
tion by  notification  to  the  Secretary- 
General. 


Human  Rights  in  Cuba:  An  Update 


Introduction 

Since  he  came  to  power  in  1959,  Fidel 
Castro  has  sought  to  subordinate  all  as- 
pects of  Cuban  life  to  the  ideals  and 
aims  of  the  revolution.  President  Cas- 
tro set  the  tone  in  1961  when  he  said 
"within  the  revolution,  everything; 
against  the  revolution,  nothing."  The 
current  constitution  states  that  civil 
liberties  may  not  be  exercised  "con- 
trary to  the  decision  of  the  Cuban  peo- 
ple to  build  socialism  and  communism." 
Although  the  Cuban  Government  pays 
lip  service  to  civil  liberties  and  human 
rights,  it  subordinates  these  "rights"  to 
its  own  aims  and  has  become  one  of  the 
worst  human  rights  violators  in  the 
Western  Hemisphere  today. 

In  the  face  of  heightened  interna- 
tional scrutiny  initiated  by  the  UN  Hu- 
man Rights  Commission  (UNHRC)  at 
its  session  last  year,  Cuba  has  taken 
steps  to  demonstrate  an  improved  hu- 
man rights  record.  These  include  per- 
mitting visits  by  international  human 
rights  monitors  and  releasing  many  po- 
litical prisoners.  Fidel  Castro  himself 
denies  there  is  a  problem  of  human 
rights  in  Cuba  and  its  officials  have 
lauded  their  government's  record  of  hu- 
man rights  observance.  The  interna- 
tional community  must  ensure  that 
these  statements  are  matched  by 
deeds.  The  facts  speak  for  themselves. 


Recent  Improvements 

There  has  been  positive  change  in  Cuba 
on  the  human  rights  front.  In  the  face 
of  international  pressure,  as  well  as  re- 
formist tendencies  elsewhere  in  the  so- 
cialist bloc,  the  Cuban  Government  in 
the  past  year  has  undertaken  a  number 
of  limited,  perhaps  temporary,  re- 
forms. About  250  political  prisoners 
have  been  released  and  allowed  to  emi- 
grate. Prison  conditions  have  im- 
proved. Reform  of  the  penal  code 
decriminalized  many  petty  offenses, 
although  it  made  no  significant  change 
with  regard  to  "political  crimes."  Cu- 
ban authorities,  at  least  for  the  mo- 
ment, grudgingly  tolerate  the 
existence  of  domestic  human  rights 
groups. 

In  1988  the  Cuban  Government 
permitted  inspection  visits  to  Cuba 
by  outside  observers,  including  repre- 
sentatives of  Amnesty  International 
and  the  Bar  Association  of  the  City  of 
New  York.  Cuba  accepted  inspection 
visits  by  representatives  of  the  Inter- 
national Committee  of  the  Red  Cross 
(ICRC),  as  well  as  an  extraordinary 
visit  by  a  team  from  the  UNHRC. 
ICRC  observers  were  allowed  to  visit 
prisoners  in  Cuban  jails  and,  through 
consultations  with  the  authorities,  to 
seek  to  ensure  adherence  to  interna- 
tional norms.  Another  ICRC  inspection 
is  now  being  planned  for  early  1989. 
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The  extraordinary  September  1988 
visit  to  Cuba  by  the  UNHRC's  "Cuba 
working  group"  took  place  after  Presi- 
dent Castro  earlier  that  year  extended 
an  invitation  to  the  UNHRC  to  send 
observers.  Despite  promises,  Cuban 
authorities  dragged  their  feet  on  mak- 
ing advance  public  announcements  re- 
garding the  group's  intended  visit. 
Following  its  own  agenda  during  the 
10-day  trip,  the  six-person  team  held 
detailed  discussions  with  a  range  of  Cu- 
ban officials  and  was  able  to  meet  with 
nearly  90  of  the  1,500  private  individu- 
als who  sought  to  bring  human  rights 
complaints  to  the  group's  attention.  Cu- 
ban authorities  sought  to  discourage 
contact  between  the  group  and  private 
citizens  through  police  intimidation 
around  the  group's  hotel  but  gave  as- 
surances that  no  punitive  measures 
would  be  taken  against  those  who  did 
appear  before  the  delegation. 

New  Repression 

Despite  these  assurances,  there  have 
been  credible  reports  of  repressive 
measures  directed  against  human 
rights  activists  in  Cuba  following  the 
working  group's  visit.  About  30  activ- 
ists, many  of  whom  were  seeking  to  ex- 
ercise freedom  of  speech  or  peaceful 
assembly,  have  been  subjected  to  puni- 
tive actions  ranging  from  harassment 
and  beatings  to  detentions  and 
imprisonment: 

Gustavo  Venta,  Lazaro  Linares, 
Francisco  Benitez  Ferrer,  and  Ale- 
jandro Benitez  Ferrer  were  arrested 
in  conjunction  with  the  September  20, 
1988,  demonstration  outside  the  Hotel 
Comodoro  during  the  Cuba  working 
group's  visit.  All  were  sentenced  to  3-6 
months  in  prison.  Venta  was  reportedly 
beaten  on  September  22,  1988,  by  state 
security  agents  after  his  arrest. 

Pablo  Pupo  Sanchez  and  Juan 
Garcia  Cruz — the  President  and  Vice 
President  of  the  Free  Art  Association 
(APAL)  who  testified  before  the  Cuba 
working  group — were  arrested  on  Oc- 
tober 18,  1988,  at  a  meeting  in  a  private 
home  and  are  reportedly  being  held  in 
the  Villa  Marista  detention  center. 

APAL  members  Armando  Araya 
Garcia,  Rita  Fleitas  Fernandez, 
Octavio  Garcia  Alderete,  Secundino 
Hernandez  Castro,  David  Hornedo 
Garcia,  and  Aida  Valdes  Santana  were 
arrested  on  October  20,  1988,  during  a 
peaceful  wreath-laying  ceremony  at  the 
Jose  Marti  momument  in  Havana.  They 


were  charged  with  disorderly  conduct 
for  inciting  riots  and  received  sen- 
tences ranging  from  7  to  12  months  in 
prison. 

Tania  Diaz  Castro,  Secretary 
General  of  the  Cuban  Human  Rights 
Party,  was  involved  in  a  November  29, 
1988,  altercation  with  prison  guards  at 
Combinado  del  Este  prison,  reportedly 
beaten,  and  sentenced  hours  later  to  1 
year  in  prison  on  charges  of  disturbing 
the  peace. 

Cuba  Today 

These  developments  bear  out  critics' 
charges  that  the  improvements  noted 
above  do  not  indicate  any  basic  change 
in  the  fundamental  repressive  nature  of 
the  Cuban  system  under  Fidel  Castro. 
Cuban  authorities  could  negate  recent 
gains,  particularly  if  international 
pressure  for  continued  improvement 
should  slacken. 

One-Party  System.  The  Commu- 
nist Party  is  the  only  party  permitted 
by  law  in  Cuba.  Its  leadership  com- 
pletely controls  the  political  process. 

Freedom  of  Assembly  or  Associa- 
tion. Cuba's  constitution  contains  no 
guarantees  of  freedom  of  assembly  or 
association.  The  government  deter- 
mines the  legality  of  associations  and 
has  not  acted  on  letters  applying  for 
recognition  from  the  Cuban  Human 
Rights  Committee  and  the  Cuban  Com- 
mission for  Human  Rights  and  National 
Reconciliation.  Membership  in  party- 
controlled  mass  organizations,  such  as 
the  Union  of  Communist  Youth,  is  al- 
most a  necessity. 

Right  to  Privacy.  The  Cuban  state 
monitors  private  citizens'  activities 
through  an  elaborate  system  of  inform- 
ers, block  wardens,  and  80,000  block 
committees  called  "Committees  for  the 
Defense  of  the  Revolution."  Telephones 
are  tapped,  and  mail  is  opened. 

Freedom  to  Travel  or  Emigrate. 

Internal  travel  is  not  restricted,  but 
government  permission  to  travel 
abroad  is  required.  Attempting  to 
leave  the  country  illegally  can  result  in 
fines  or  jail  sentences  of  up  to  3  years. 
Emigration  is  strictly  controlled,  and 
even  those  who  apply  to  emigrate  often 
are  dismissed  from  work,  evicted  from 
their  housing,  and  denied  access  to  con- 
sumer goods. 


Freedom  of  Speech.  No  criticism 
of  the  party  or  its  leadership  is  permit- 
ted. Those  who  do  dissent  may  be  se- 
verely punished.  Andres  Jose  Solares 
Teseiro  was  arrested  in  1981  on 
grounds  that  he  was  thinking  of  orga- 
nizing a  political  party  and  had  drafted 
letters  about  this  to  foreigners  asking 
for  their  opinions.  Solares  was  con- 
victed of  "enemy  propaganda"  and  sen- 
tenced to  8  years  imprisonment,  even 
though  the  letters  were  never  sent. 

Freedom  of  the  Press.  Media  are 
controlled  by  the  state,  owned  by  the 
government  or  party-controlled  organi- 
zations, and  operate  strictly  according 
to  party  guidelines.  Writers  must  have 
government  approval  and  support  for 
their  work.  Acceptance  of  a  manuscript 
is  based  on  the  political  background  of 
the  author,  as  well  as  suitability  of 
contents. 

Academic  Freedom.  Education  is 
the  exclusive  prerogative  of  the  state. 
There  is  no  alternative  to  government-  i 
run  schools;  religious  or  private  schools 
and  universities  are  prohibited.  The 
state  school  system  follows  and 
preaches  the  guidelines  of  Marxism- 
Leninism,  as  interpreted  by  the  party. 

Artistic  Freedom.  Art  is  com- 
pletely under  government  control.  In 
February  1988,  authorities  confiscated 
the  paintings  of  Raul  Montesino,  an  in- 
dependent artist  not  affiliated  with 
state-controlled  artists'  cooperatives. 

Freedom  to  Worship.  Although 
the  constitution  guarantees  the  right  to 
religious  belief,  Cubans  who  practice 
their  religion  face  serious  discrimina- 
tion and,  in  the  case  of  Jehovah's  Wit- 
nesses and  some  other  fundamentalist 
religions,  legal  penalties.  Churchgoers 
are  excluded  from  Communist  Party 
membership  and  thus  are  barred  from 
holding  high-level  positions  in  the  gov- 
ernment and  most  professions.  Church- 
state  relations  are  directly  controlled 
by  the  party.  In  1988  Cuban  authorities 
made  limited  concessions  to  religious 
denominations,  such  as  permitting  the 
Catholic  Church  to  purchase  a  printing 
press  and  Protestant  churches  to  im- 
port Bibles. 

Political  Killings  and  Execu- 
tions. In  the  early  years  of  the  revolu- 
tion, summary  execution  of  opponents 
was  a  frequent  practice.  As  late  as 
1982,  29  people  were  executed  for  "plot- 
ting against  Castro."  Although  the 
death  penalty  remains  an  optional  pun- 
ishment for  "crimes  against  the  state," 
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no  credible  reports  of  political  execu- 
tions have  been  received  in  the  past 
year. 

Arbitrary  Arrest  and  Detention. 

Under  Article  61  of  the  constitution, 
the  state  may  arrest  anyone  it  consid- 
ers harmful  to  the  "decision  of  the  Cu- 
ban people  to  build  socialism  and 
communism."  Arrests  can  be  made  se- 
cretly and  without  warrants.  Arrest 
frequently  is  followed  by  detention  in 
the  offices  of  the  security  forces,  who 
often  conduct  lengthy  interrogations 
without  an  attorney  present.  Preven- 
tive detention  may  take  the  form  of 
house  arrest,  imprisonment,  or  involun- 
tary psychiatric  treatment.  There  are 
numerous  credible  reports  of  detainees 
held  for  long  periods,  frequently  incom- 
municado and  without  judicial  hearings 
or  information  as  to  the  charges 
against  them,  in  direct  violation  of  Cu- 
ban law.  Elizardo  Sanchez,  head  of  the 
unofficial  Cuban  Commission  for  Hu- 
man Rights  and  National  Reconcilia- 
tion, was  held  without  charges  for  5 
months  in  1986-87  after  he  gave  an  in- 
terview to  foreign  journalists. 

Fair  Trial.  Cuban  courts  in  prac- 
tice are  totally  subordinate  to  the  Com- 
munist Party.  Five-member  panels  of 
judges  preside  over  all  civil  courts.  Of 
these  judges,  three  are  professionally 
qualified;  the  other  two  are  "worker's 
representatives"  charged  to  see  that 
the  "interests  of  the  revolution"  are 
protected.  Political  trials,  usually  held 
in  secret,  typically  take  less  than  1  day, 
even  in  cases  where  long  prison  terms 
are  at  stake. 

Adequate  Defense.  Government- 
appointed  attorneys  are  available 
to  all  defendants.  However,  these 
defenders — government  officials — are 
often  ill-prepared  and  unsympathetic 
toward  the  defendant.  In  addition,  de- 
fense attorneys  frequently  are  not  in- 
formed of  the  trial  until  the  day  it 
begins.  Attorneys  have  been  them- 
selves imprisoned  for  defending  per- 
sons charged  with  political  offenses. 
Cuban  rules  of  evidence  do  not  meet  in- 
ternational standards. 

Prison  Conditions.  Numerous  re- 
ports characterize  the  Cuban  prison 
system  as  harsh,  with  generally  inade- 
quate diet,  housing,  sanitary  facilities, 
and  medical  care.  General  prison  condi- 
tions, including  cell  conditions  and 
food,  have  improved  over  the  past  year, 
but  it  remains  to  be  seen  if  these  are 


permanent  changes.  Harsh  punishment 
cells— although  somewhat  improved  in 
1988  to  prepare  for  international 
visitors — continue  to  exist.  No  formal, 
effective  mechanism  exists  for  the  pro- 
tection of  prisoners'  rights.  Physical 
abuse  is  common,  and  credible  reports 
of  use  of  torture  in  the  past  exist. 

Access  to  Prisons.  Until  late  1987, 
the  Cuban  Government  refused  permis- 
sion for  international  human  rights  or- 
ganizations to  visit  Cuban  prisons.  The 
1988  visits  of  the  ICRC  and  others  are 
described  above.  When  foreign  delega- 
tions visit  Cuban  prisons,  prisoners 
have  testified  that  the  visits  are  care- 
fully organized  to  show  the  positive  as- 
pects of  Cuban  prisons — areas  that 
have  been  cleaned,  cell  blocks  that  have 
been  painted,  etc.  Once  the  visitors 
leave,  they  say,  conditions  return  to 
their  previous  state.  Relatives  and 
friends  of  prisoners  are  given  only  lim- 
ited access  to  prisoners. 

Political  Prisoners.  Amnesty  In- 
ternational's 1988  report  notes  that  po- 
litical prisoners  in  Cuba  continue  to  be 
held  for  long  periods  in  "prison  condi- 
tions amounting  to  inhuman  or  de- 
grading treatment."  Former  political 
prisoners  describe  systematic  forms  of 
abuse:  beatings  by  prison  officials;  in- 
adequate diet;  denial  of  medical  care, 
fresh  air,  and  exercise;  denial  of  family 
visits  and  mail,  sometimes  for  years; 
and  extended  periods  of  solitary  con- 
finement or  incarceration  in  inhumane 
punishment  cells.  There  are  persistent 
reports  of  political  prisoners  sent  to 
psychiatric  facilities  instead  of  prisons. 

There  are  no  precise  figures  on  the 
number  of  political  prisoners  in  Cuba, 
or  on  Cuba's  prison  population  as  a 
whole.  Amnesty  International's  report 
for  1987  estimated  some  300-400  politi- 
cal prisoners  in  Cuba  at  that  time,  of 
whom  69  were  plantados  historicos. 
(The  plantados,  or  "steadfast  ones," 
are  prisoners,  many  of  whom  were  ar- 
rested more  than  20  years  ago  who  re- 
fused to  accept  political  reeducation.) 
Other  estimates — which  include  per- 
sons jailed  for  their  religious  beliefs, 
for  trying  to  leave  Cuba  "illegally,"  for 
being  conscientious  objectors,  and  for 
other  reasons — are  in  the  thousands. 

In  1988  President  Castro- 
responding  to  petitions  from  the  U.S. 
Catholic  Conference  and  a  direct  re- 
quest from  Archbishop  O'Connor — 
released  some  250  political  prisoners, 
including  65  plan  I ,ados  historicos.  The 
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Cuban  Government  at  the  end  of  1988 
announced  it  would  also  release  the 
four  remaining  plantados  historicos 
and  40  other  prisoners.  Released  pris- 
oners report,  however,  that  "new  plan- 
tados" are  replacing  those  released. 
Although  it  is  difficult  to  estimate 
their  numbers,  these  new  prisoners, 
who  refuse  to  accept  ideological  re- 
orientation, are  housed  in  Combinado 
del  Este  prison. 

Economy.  The  government  con- 
trols the  means  of  production  and  is  ba- 
sically the  sole  employer  in  the  country. 

Rationing.  National  rationing  be- 
gan in  1962,  and  rationing  of  meat  and 
fresh  vegetables  continues  today.  Add- 
ed to  the  food  shortage  is,  for  the  aver- 
age citizen,  the  scarcity  of  consumer 
goods  and  the  very  low  average  per 
capita  income.  A  standard  pair  of 
shoes,  for  example,  can  cost  about  90% 
of  an  average  monthly  wage.  Due  to 
shortages  of  consumer  goods,  most  Cu- 
bans must  spend  many  weary  hours 
standing  in  lines  when  they  can  afford 
to  buy  such  items. 

Health  Care.  Although  the  Cuban 
Government  claims  to  have  made  signif- 
icant advances  in  health  care  since  the 
revolution,  problems  still  remain.  Un- 
availability of  drugs,  overcrowding, 
and  unsanitary  conditions  are  typical 
at  many  Cuban  hospitals.  A  confiden- 
tial 1987  report  by  the  Communist  Par- 
ty, based  on  a  public  opinion  survey  in 
Holguin  Province,  details  the  poor 
state  of  health  care  and  concludes  that 
"the  people  are  not  satisfied  with  the 
medical  care." 

Housing.  Housing,  another  area  in 
which  President  Castro  has  claimed 
great  strides,  also  remains  deficient. 
Out  of  10  million  people,  nearly  one- 
quarter  reportedly  live  in  substandard 
housing. 

The  New  Elite.  In  Cuba,  contrary 
to  Marxist  theory,  ownership  of  the 
means  of  production  does  not  mean  that 
the  upper  class  of  privileged  elites  has 
been  eliminated.  On  the  contrary; 
since  the  revolution  a  new  class  struc- 
ture has  evolved.  The  political  and  mil- 
itary leadership  lives  very  comfortably, 
with  access  to  automobiles,  luxury 
goods,  better  housing,  and  special  re- 
sorts, while  the  majority  of  Cubans 
must  cope  with  severe  scarcity  and 
poor  quality  of  housing,  food  items,  and 
basic  consumer  products. 
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Rights  of  Business.  For  ideological 
reasons,  a  "private  sector"  economy  is 
virtually  nonexistent.  Collectivization 
has  eliminated  almost  all  private  farm- 
ing from  the  economy.  The  1968  "revo- 
lutionary offensive"  nationalized  56,000 
small  food  and  handicrafts  shops,  re- 
pair shops,  and  even  street  stands. 

The  Right  of  Labor.  The  Cuban 
constitution  places  "the  demands  of  the 
economy  and  society"  over  individual 
choice  in  employment.  The  party  exer- 
cises absolute  control  of  organized  la- 
bor through  the  umbrella  "Confed- 
eration of  Cuban  Workers."  The  right 
to  strike  is  prohibited  and  punishable 
by  imprisonment.  Collective  bargain- 
ing does  not  exist.  Workers  cannot 
change  jobs  without  permission  from 
the  Minister  of  Labor.  Independent 
unions  are  prohibited,  and,  in  the  past, 
workers  who  have  tried  to  organize  in- 
dependent unions  have  been  sentenced 
to  long  prison  terms. 

Conclusion 

The  Cuban  revolution  celebrated  its 
30th  anniversary  in  January  1989.  As 
described  above,  the  revolution  has  fail- 
ed to  guarantee  basic  civil  and  political 
rights  to  the  Cuban  people  or  to  pro- 
vide for  their  economic  and  social  well- 
being.  Recent  welcome  improvements 
in  human  rights  observance  have  come 
about  because  of  international  pres- 
sure. The  Castro  regime  continues  to 
exercise  broad  repression  and  to  deny 
political  and  civil  liberities.  Cuban  au- 
thorities' recent  actions  against  the  Cu- 
ban human  rights  community  is  clear 
evidence  that  Fidel  Castro  will  not  tol- 
erate an  independent  voice  or  any  form 
of  public  criticism  to  exist  within  Cuba. 
Given  Cuba's  current  human  rights 
situation,  the  sole  recourse  of  the 
international  community  must  be  a  con- 
tinuation of  close  scrutiny  of  the  Cuban 
Government's  human  rights  practices. 
Inside  Cuba,  Fidel  Castro  and  the  Com- 
munist Party  are  the  law,  but  the  rest 
of  the  world  can  and  must  continue  to 
watch  closely  and  judge  Cuban  authori- 
ties' behavior  on  behalf  of  the  people  of 
Cuba  who  have  no  such  opportunity.  ■ 


Current  Actions 

MULTILATERAL 

Aviation 

Convention  on  the  international  recognition 
of  rights  in  aircraft.  Done  at  Geneva  June 
19,  1948.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  17,  1953. 
TIAS  2847. 

Accessions  deposited:  Bangladesh,  Jan.  6, 
1988;  Guatemala,  Aug.  9,  1988. 

Protocol  for  the  suppression  of  unlawful  acts 
of  violence  at  airports  serving  international 
civil  aviation,  supplementary  to  the  conven- 
tion of  Sept.  23,  1971  (TIAS  7570).  Done  at 
Montreal  Feb.  24,  1988. '  [Senate]  Treaty 
Doc.  100-19. 

Signatures:  Cameroon,  Nov  23,  1988;  Philip- 
pines, Jan.  25,  1989. 

Conservation 

Protocol  to  the  convention  on  wetlands  of  in- 
ternational importance,  especially  as  water- 
fowl habitat,  of  Feb.  2,  1971.  Done  at  Paris 
Dec.  3,  1982.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  1,  1986; 
for  the  U.S.  Dec.  18,  1986.  [Senate]  Treaty 
Doc.  99-28. 

Accessions  deposited:  Egypt,  Sept.  9,  1988; 
Greece,  June  2,  1988. 

Copyright 

Universal  copyright  convention,  as  revised. 
Done  at  Paris  July  24,  1971.  Entered  into 
force  July  10,  1974.  TIAS  7868. 
Accession  deposited:  Trinidad  and  Tobago, 
May  19,  1988. 

Berne  convention  for  the  protection  of  liter- 
ary and  artistic  works  of  Sept.  9,  1886;  com- 
pleted at  Paris  May  4,  1896;  revised  at 
Berlin  Nov.  13,  1908;  completed  at  Berne 
Mar.  20,  1914;  revised  at  Rome  June  2,  1928, 
at  Brussels  June  26,  1948,  at  Stockholm  July 
14,  1967,  and  at  Paris  July  24,  1971,  amended 
in  1979.  [Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  99-27. 
Accession  deposited:  U.S.,  Nov.  16,  1988. 
Entered  into  force  for  the  U.S.:  Mar.  1,  1988. 

Cultural  Property 

Convention  on  the  means  of  prohibiting  and 
preventing  the  illicit  import,  export,  and 
transfer  of  ownership  of  cultural  property. 
Done  at  Paris  Nov.  14,  1970.  Entered  into 
force  Apr.  24,  1972;  for  the  U.S.  Dec.  2,  1983. 
Acceptance  deposited:  Colombia,  May  24, 
1988. 

Ratifications  deposited:  Byelorussian 
S.S.R.,2  Ukrainian  S.S.R.,2  U.S.S.R.,2 
Apr.  28,  1988. 

Customs 

International  convention  on  the  harmonized 
commodity  description  and  coding  system. 
Done  at  Brussels  June  14,  1983.  Entered  into 
force  Jan.  1,  1988. 


Protocol  of  amendment  to  the  international 
convention  on  the  harmonized  commodity 
description  and  coding  system.  Done  at 
Brussels  June  24,  1986.  Entered  into  force 
Jan.  1,  1988. 

Accession  deposited:  U.S.,  Oct.  27,  1988. 
Entered  into  force  for  the  U.S.:  Jan.  1,  1989. 

Judicial  Procedure 

Convention  on  the  civil  aspects  of  interna- 
tional child  abduction.  Done  at  The  Hague 
Oct.  25,  1980.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  1, 
1983;  for  the  U.S.  July  1,  1988.  [Senate] 
Treaty  Doc.  99-11. 
Signature:  Norway,  Jan.  9,  1989. 
Ratification  deposited:  Norway,  Jan.  9, 
1989.3 

Maritime  Matters 

International  convention  on  standards  of 
training,  certification,  and  watchkeeping 
for  seafarers,  1978.  Done  at  London  July  7, 
1978.  Entered  into  force  Apr.  28,  1984. ^ 
Accession  deposited:  Algeria,  Oct.  28,  1988. 

Pollution 

Protocol  of  1978  relating  to  the  international 
convention  for  the  prevention  of  pollution 
from  ships,  1973.  Done  at  London  Feb.  17, 
1978.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  2,  1983. 
Accessions  deposited:  Suriname,  Nov.  4, 
1988;  Syria,  Nov.  9,  1988.3-5 

Protocol  to  the  convention  on  long-range 
transboundary  air  pollution  of  Nov.  13,  1979 
(TIAS  10541),  concerning  monitoring  and 
evaluation  of  long-range  transmission  of  air 
pollutants  in  Europe  (EMEP),  with  annex. 
Done  at  Geneva  Sept.  28,  1984.  Entered  into 
force  Jan.  28,  1988. 

Ratification  deposited:  Italy,  Jan.  12,  1989. 
Accession  deposited:  Portugal,  Jan.  19,  1989. 

Convention  for  the  protection  of  the  ozone 
layer,  with  annexes.  Done  at  Vienna  Mar.  22, 
1985.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  22,  1988. 
[Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  99-9. 
Ratification  deposited:  Greece,  Dec.  29, 
1988. 

Montreal  protocol  on  substances  that  de- 
plete the  ozone  layer,  with  annex.  Done  at 
Montreal  Sept.  16,  1987.  Entered  into  force 
Jan.  1,  1989.  [Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  100-10. 
Ratification  deposited:  Malta,  Dec.  29,  1988. 

Terrorism 

Convention  on  the  prevention  and  punish- 
ment of  crimes  against  internationally  pro- 
tected persons,  including  diplomatic  agents. 
Done  at  New  York  Dec.  14,  1973.  Entered 
into  force  Feb.  20,  1977.  TIAS  8532. 
Accession  deposited:  Bhutan,  Jan.  16,  1989. 

Torture 

Convention  against  torture  and  other  cruel, 
inhuman,  or  degrading  treatment  or  punish- 
ment. Done  at  New  York  Dec.  10,  1984.  En- 
tered into  force  June  26,  1987."  [Senate] 
Treaty  Doc.  100-20. 
Ratification  deposited:  Italy,  Jan.  12,  1989. 
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World  Heritage 

Convention  concerning  the  protection  of  the 

world  cultural  and  natural  heritage.  Done  at 

Paris  Nov.  23,  1972.  Entered  into  force  Dec. 

17,  1975.  TIAS  8226. 

Ratification  deposited:  Paraguay,  Apr.  27, 

1988. 

Acceptance  deposited:  Cape  Verde,  Apr.  28, 

1988.2 


BILATERAL 

Belize 

Mutual  cooperation  for  reducing  demand, 
preventing  illicit  use,  and  combatting  illicit 
production  and  traffic  of  drugs.  Signed  at 
Belmopan  Feb.  9,  1989.  Entered  into  force 
Feb.  9,  1989. 

China 

Agreement  extending  the  agreement  of  Jan. 
31,  1979  (TIAS  9179),  as  extended,  on  cooper- 
ation in  science  and  technology.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  notes  at  Beijing  Jan.  25  and  27, 
1989.  Entered  into  force  Jan.  27,  1989;  effec- 
tive Feb.  1, 1989. 

International  Tropical  Timber 
Organization  (ITTO) 

Tax  reimbursement  agreement.  Signed  at 
Tokyo  Dec.  27, 1988.  Entered  into  force 
Dec.  27,  1988. 


Department  of  State 


Press  releases  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Office  of  Press  Relations,  Department  of 
State,  Washington,  D.C.  20520. 

No.         Date  Subject 

*13  2/3  Baker:  luncheon  toast  in  honor 
of  Japanese  Prime  Minister 
Takeshita. 

14  2/8         Baker:  statement  on  peace 

and  relief  in  Sudan. 

15  2/14       Baker:  news  conference,  Ot- 

tawa, Feb.  10. 

16  2/14       Baker,  Howe:  remarks,  Lon- 

don, Feb.  12. 

17  2/15       Baker,  Hannibalsson:  re- 

marks, Reykjavik,  Feb.  11. 

18  2/15       Baker:  remarks,  Copenhagen, 

Feb.  14. 

19  2/16       Baker,  Brundtland:  remarks, 

Oslo,  Feb.  15. 

20  2/21       Baker:  news  briefing,  Bonn, 

Feb.  13. 

21  2/15       Baker,  Yilmaz:  remarks,  An- 

kara, Feb.  14. 

22  2/16       Baker,  Papandreou:  state- 

ments, Athens,  Feb.  14. 

23  2/15       Baker,  Papoulias:  remarks, 

Athens,  Feb.  14. 


*24      2/17       Baker:  statement  on  the  dis- 
position of  his  stock  hold- 
ings, Rome,  Feb.  14. 
25      2/17       Baker:  remarks  after  meeting 
with  Spanish  Foreign  Min- 
ister, Madrid,  Feb.  15. 

*26      2/16       Baker:  remarks,  Madrid, 
Feb.  15. 

27  2/16       Baker:  remarks,  Lisbon, 

Feb.  15. 

28  2/17       Foreign  Relations  of  the 

United  States,  Memoranda 
of  the  Secretary  of  State, 
1949-1951,  and  Meetings 
and  Visits  of  Foreign  Digni- 
taries, 1949-1952,  micro- 
fiche publication  released. 

29  2/21       Baker,  Poos:  remarks,  Lux- 

embourg, Feb.  16. 

30  2/21       Baker:  interview  on  "Meet 

the  Press,"  Feb.  19. 

31  2/21       Baker:  statement  before  the 

House  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee. 

32  2/21       Baker:  remarks,  Paris, 

Feb.  17. 
*33      2/23       Baker:  news  briefing,  Tokyo. 
34      2/27       Baker:  interview  on  "Face  the 
Nation,"  Beijing,  Feb.  26. 

*Not  printed  in  the  Bulletin.  ■ 


Mexico 

Memorandum  of  understanding  regarding 
cooperation  in  ensuring  the  safety  and 
wholesomeness  of  fresh  and  fresh  frozen 
oysters,  clams,  and  mussels  exported  to  the 
United  States  from  Mexico.  Signed  at  Aca- 
pulco  Nov.  12, 1988.  Entered  into  force 
Nov.  12, 1988. 

Trinidad  and  Tobago 

Agreement  for  the  exchange  of  information 
with  respect  to  taxes.  Signed  at  Port  of 
Spain  Jan.  11,  1989.  Enters  into  force  upon 
an  exchange  of  notes  confirming  that  the 
parties  have  met  all  constitutional  and  stat- 
utory requirements. 

Uganda 

Agreement  relating  to  the  agreement  of 
June  28,  1988,  for  sales  of  agricultural  com- 
modities. Signed  at  Washington  Feb.  2, 
1989.  Entered  into  force  Feb.  2,  1989. 

United  Kingdom 

Agreement  extending  the  agreement  of 
Sept.  18,  1986,  as  extended,  concerning  the 
Turks  and  Caicos  Islands  and  narcotics  ac- 
tivities. Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at 
Washington  Jan.  19,  1989.  Entered  into  force 
Jan.  19,  1989. 


USUN 


'Not  in  force. 
-With  statement(s). 
:iWith  reservation(s). 
'Not  in  force  for  the  U.S. 
"'Does  not  accept  optional  annexes  III, 
IV,  and  V.  ■ 


Press  releases  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Public  Affairs  Office,  U.S.  Mission  to  the 
United  Nations,  799  United  Nations  Plaza, 
New  York,  N.Y.  10017. 

No.  Date  Subject 

*117      11/1         Reagan:  women,  Commit- 
tee III. 
*118      11/1         Gross:  law  of  the  sea, 
plenary. 

119      11/3        Walters:  Cambodia, 
plenary. 
*120       11/2         Walters:  note  to  correspond- 
ents on  meeting  with 
Afghan  resistance 
delegation. 

*121      11/3        Okun:  human  rights  in  the 
occupied  territories, 
plenary. 

*122      11/3        Walters:  note  to  correspond- 
ents on  adoption  of  Reso- 
lution A/43/20, 
Afghanistan. 

*123      11/4        Okun:  disarmament, 
Committee  I. 

*124      11/4        Wrobleski:  narcotics, 
Committee  III. 

*125      11/4        Waldrop:  program  plan- 
ning, Committee  III. 

*126      11/4        Cahill:  assistance  to  Pal- 
estinian people,  Commit- 
tee II. 

*127       11/7         Montgomery:  information, 
Special  Political 
Committee. 


*128 

11/8 

*129 

11/9 

*130 

11/11 

*131 

11/10 

*132 

11/11 

*133 

11/14 

*134 

11/15 

*135 

11/15 

*136 

11/15 

*137 

11/15 

*138 

11/15 

*139 

11/16 

*140 

11/17 

*141 

11/17 

*142       11/18 


Nygard:  personnel, 

Committee  V. 
Byrne:  human  rights, 

Committee  III. 
Hoh:  program  planning, 

Committee  V 
Cahill:  economic  and  social 

progress,  Committee  II. 
Tyson:  development, 

Committee  II. 
Gross:  South  Atlantic, 

plenary. 
Waldrop:  property  rights, 

Committee  III. 
Schneider:  religion, 

Committee  III. 
Kates:  Nicaragua,  Commit- 
tee II. 
Tyson:  Nicaragua, 

Committee  II. 
Byrne:  Central  America, 

plenary. 
Adelman:  Bangladesh, 

Special  Meeting  on 

Assistance. 
Hoh:  budget,  Committee 

V. 
Nygard:  Iran-Iraq  Military 

Observer  Group, 

Committee  V. 
Walters:  African  economic 

development  report, 

plenary. 
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*143      11/17      Boschwitz:  refugees, 
Committee  III. 

*144      11/17      Walters:  Namibia,  plenary. 

*145      11/21       Byrne:  U.S.  contributions, 
ad  hoc  committee  for  the 
announcement  of  volun- 
tary contributions  to  the 
1989  UNHCR  program. 

*146      11/21       Gross:  U.S.  contributions, 
ad  hoc  committee  for  vol- 
untary contributions  to 
UNRWA. 

*147      11/23      Byrne:  decolonization, 
plenary. 

*148      11/23      Montgomery:  information, 
Special  Political 
Committee. 

*149      11/23      Cahill:  trade  embargo 
against  Nicaragua, 
Committee  II. 

*150      11/23       Immerman:  South  Africa, 
Security  Council. 

H51       11/25      Walters:  ECOSOC  report, 
Committee  III. 

*152      11/28      Walters:  international  se- 
curity, Committee  I. 

*153      11/28      Waldrop:  elections, 
Committee  III. 

*154      11/28      Byrne:  host  country  re- 
sponsibilities, Commit- 
tee on  Relations  with  the 
Host  Country. 

*155      11/30      Okun:  international  peace 
and  security,  Commit- 
tee I. 

*156      12/1         Byrne:  mercenaries,  Com- 
mittee III,  Nov.  29. 
Nelson:  apartheid,  plenary. 
Okun:  host  country  respon- 
sibilities, plenary. 
Byrne:  migrant  workers, 

Committee  III,  Nov.  29. 
Byrne:  human  rights  in 
Chile,  Committee  III, 
Nov.  30. 
Hume:  occupied  territo- 
ries, Special  Political 
Committee,  Nov.  29. 
Okun:  UN  General  Assem- 
'    bly  session  in  Geneva, 
plenary. 
12/2        Nygard:  budget,  Commit- 
tee V. 
12/7        Cahill:  trade  and  develop- 
ment, Committee  II, 
Dec.  6. 

465      12/7        Gross:  development  as- 
sistance, Committee  II, 
Dec.  6. 
12/6        Montgomery:  Middle  East, 

plenary. 
12/7        Gross:  assistance  by  inter- 
national financial  institu- 
tions, Committee  II, 
Dec.  6. 

*168      12/7        Gross:  international  traffic 
in  toxic  products,  Com- 
mittee II,  Dec.  6. 


*157 

12/2 

*158 

11/30 

*159 

12/1 

*160 

12/1 

=  161      12/2 


=  162      12/2 


463 
464 


*166 
*167 


*169      12/6        Walters:  nomination  of 

Thomas  P.  Pickering  as 
U.S.  Permanent  Repre- 
sentative to  the  UN. 

470      12/7        Byrne:  host  country  re- 
sponsibilities, Commit- 
tee on  Relations  With 
the  Host  Country, 
Dec.  6. 

*171      12/8        Byrne:  40th  anniversary  of 
the  Universal  Declara- 
tion of  Human  Rights, 
plenary. 

*172      12/8        Byrne:  human  rights  in 
Afghanistan,  plenary. 

*173      12/9        Byrne:  human  rights, 

Committee  III,  Oct.  27. 

*174      12/14      Gross:  1990-91  budget, 
Committee  V. 

475      12/14      Gross:  international  devel- 
opment strategy, 
Committee  II. 


476      12/14 


477       12/14 


478      12/14 


479      12/14 


480      12/21 


181      12/22 


Byrne:  southern  Lebanon, 
Security  Council. 

Gross:  poverty,  Committee 
II. 

Walters:  Palestine,  ple- 
nary, Geneva. 

Gross:  resolution  on  debt, 
Committee  II. 

Gross:  budget,  Committee 
V. 

Shultz:  tripartite  agree- 
ment among  Angola, 
Cuba,  and  South  Africa, 
and  bilateral  agreement 
between  Angola  and 
Cuba,  signing  ceremony 
at  the  UN. 


*Not  printed  in  the  Bulletin. 


Foreign  Relations  Volumes  Released 


AUSTRIAN  STATE  TREATY; 
SUMMIT,  FOREIGN 
MINISTERS'  MEETINGS, 

19551 

The  Department  of  State  on  January  19, 
1989,  released  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
United  States,  1955-1957,  Volume  V, 
Austrian  State  Treaty;  Summit  and 
Foreign  Ministers'  Meetings,  1955.  This 
volume  presents  documentation  on 
three  efforts  by  the  United  States,  the 
United  Kingdom,  and  France  to  reach 
final  decisions  on  aspects  of  the  World 
War  II  peace  settlement.  Only  in  the 
case  of  the  Austrian  State  Treaty  were 
they  successful. 

Of  the  most  lasting  significance 
were  the  final  negotiations,  begun  in 
1947,  for  an  Austrian  state  treaty.  In 
these  negotiations,  the  Soviet  Union 
abandoned  its  intransigent  position  on 
restoring  Austrian  independence  and 
agreed  to  the  withdrawal  of  all  occupa- 
tion forces  from  the  country  in  return 
for  an  Austrian  declaration  of  perma- 
nent neutrality.  The  Austrian  State 
Treaty  was  signed  at  Vienna  on  May  15. 

The  heads  of  government  meeting 
of  the  three  Western  powers  with  the 
Soviet  Union,  held  in  Geneva  in  July 
1955,  was  the  first  such  gathering  since 
World  War  II.  The  most  significant 
question  at  issue  for  the  West  in  these 
discussions  was  reunification  of  Ger- 
many, but  the  Soviet  Union  believed 


that  European  security  was  more 
important.  This  divergence  of  views  set 
the  tone  for  the  conference.  The  sum- 
mit conference  is  best  known  for  Presi- 
dent Eisenhower's  proposal  for  mutual 
aerial  inspection,  a  proposal  that  be- 
came known  as  "open  skies."  Although 
the  President's  idea  was  summarily  re-    ' 
jected  by  the  Soviet  Union,  it  remained 
an  integral  part  of  U.S.  disarmament 
proposals  for  many  years. 

The  only  result  of  the  Geneva  con- 
ference, other  than  the  "spirit  of  Ge- 
neva" proclaimed  by  the  press,  was  a 
directive  from  the  heads  of  government 
to  their  foreign  ministers  calling  for 
further  discussions  of  the  issues  at  an- 
other meeting  at  Geneva  in  the  fall. 

From  the  first  foreign  ministers' 
meeting  on  October  27,  Secretary  of 
State  Dulles  reported  that  the  Soviet 
positions  had  remained  unchanged  since 
the  summit  conference.  Two  weeks  of 
polite  wrangling  on  the  issues  gave  way 
on  November  11  to  a  statement  by  For- 
eign Minister  Molotov,  which  Dulles 
characterized  as  one  of  the  "most 
cynical  and  uncompromising"  that  he 
had  heard.  Although  the  meetings  con- 
tinued until  November  17,  they  were 
completely  without  success. 

This  is  the  most  recent  volume  in 
the  Department  of  State's  official  diplo- 
matic documentary  series  begun  in 
1861.  Foreign  Relations  of  the  United 
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States,  1955-1957,  Volume  V,  comprises 
808  pages  of  government  records,  most 
of  which  were  previously  classified.  The 
volume  was  prepared  in  the  Office  of 
the  Historian,  Bureau  of  Public  Affairs, 
Department  of  State.  This  authoritative 
official  record  is  based  on  files  of  the 
White  House,  the  Department  of  State, 
and  other  government  agencies. 

Copies  of  Volume  V  (Department  of 
State  Publication  No.  9454;  GPO  Stock 
No.  044-000-02238-9)  may  be  pur- 
chased for  $27.00  (domestic  postpaid) 
from  the  Superintendent  of  Documents, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  Checks  or 
money  orders  should  be  made  payable 
to  the  Superintendent  of  Documents. 


NEAR  EAST:  JORDAN- 
YEMAN,  1955-19572 

The  Department  of  State  on  Janu- 
ary 25,  1989,  released  Foreign  Rela- 
tions of  the  United  States,  1955-1957, 
Volume  XIII,  Near  East:  Jordan- 
Yemen,  an  800-page  volume  consisting 
of  previously  classified  records  of  the 
White  House,  State  Department,  and 
other  government  agencies. 

These  newly  released  documents 
demonstrate  President  Eisenhower's  in- 
creasing concern  with  growing  Soviet 
influence  in  the  Near  East  in  the  mid- 
1950s.  Early  in  1957,  the  President  re- 
quested and  Congress  approved  a  reso- 
lution authorizing  U.S.  economic  and 
military  assistance  programs  and,  if 
necessary,  the  use  of  U.S.  armed  forces 
to  protect  the  independence  and  terri- 
torial integrity  of  Near  East  countries 
against  communist  aggression.  The 
Eisenhower  doctrine,  as  this  policy  be- 
came known,  substantially  augmented 
U.S.  economic  and  security  assistance 
to  these  countries  and  laid  the  basis  for 
long-term  American  commitment 
against  Soviet  expansion  in  the  area. 
Former  Congressman  James  P.  Rich- 
ards visited  the  Near  East  as  the  Pres- 
ident's special  envoy  and  conducted 
important  discussions  relating  to 
the  initial  implementation  of  the 
Eisenhower  doctrine.  Lebanon,  Saudi 
Arabia,  and  Yemen  were  among  the 
countries  he  visited. 

Soviet  penetration  into  the  Near 
East  was  a  real  threat  by  1957.  In  con- 
trast to  good  U.S.  relations  with  Jor- 
dan, Lebanon,  and  Saudi  Arabia,  the 
Eisenhower  Administration  became  in- 


creasingly concerned  at  what  it  viewed 
as  an  "anti-West  and  leftist  drift"  in 
Syria.  In  August  1957,  Damascus  ac- 
cepted additional  Soviet  economic  and 
military  aid,  named  a  leftist  as  army 
commander  in  chief,  and  expelled  three 
U.S.  diplomats.  Syria's  neighbors 
shared  U.S.  fear  that  Syria  would  be- 
come a  base  for  extensive  Soviet  sub- 
version in  the  area.  President 
Eisenhower  dispatched  veteran  diplo- 
mat Loy  W.  Henderson  to  the  Middle 
East  for  discussions  with  Turkish, 
Iraqi,  Jordanian,  and  Lebanese  lead- 
ers, and  U.S.  assistance  to  those  coun- 
tries was  expedited.  In  October  Soviet 
charges  that  the  United  States  and 
Turkey  were  stirring  up  a  war  over 
Syria  heightened  the  crisis,  but  efforts 
by  King  Saud  at  mediation  and  discus- 
sions in  the  United  Nations  diffused 
the  situation. 

This  volume,  prepared  in  the  Of- 
fice of  the  Historian,  Bureau  of  Public 
Affairs,  Department  of  State,  is  the 
most  recent  in  the  Department  of 
State's  official  diplomatic  documentary 
series  begun  in  1861.  It  is  the  first  of 


six  volumes  which  will  document  U.S. 
policy  toward  the  Middle  East  in  1955- 
57.  It  includes  documents  on  bilateral 
relations  between  the  United  States 
and  Jordan,  Lebanon,  Saudi  Arabia, 
Syria,  and  Yemen  and  on  U.S.  policy 
concerning  Muscat  and  Oman.  Four- 
volumes  will  provide  documentation 
on  U.S.  policy  concerning  the  Arab- 
Israeli  conflict  and  the  Suez  Canal  cri- 
sis and  another  will  include  material  on 
regional  policies  as  well  as  bilateral  re- 
lations with  Iran  and  Iraq. 

Copies  of  Volume  XIII  (Depart- 
ment of  State  Publication  No.  9665, 
GPO  Stock  No.  044-000-02198-6)  may 
be  purchased  for  $24.00  (domestic  post- 
paid) from  the  Superintendent  of  Docu- 
ments, U.S.  Government  Printing 
Office,  Washington,  D.C.  20402. 
Checks  or  money  orders  should  be 
made  payable  to  the  Superintendent 
of  Documents. 


^ress  release  7. 
2Press  release  8. 


Foreign  Relations  Supplement 
Microfiche  Released 


The  Department  of  State  on  Febru- 
ary 17,  1989,  released  the  microfiche 
publication,  Memoranda  of  the  Secre- 
tary of  State,  1949-1951,  and  Meetings 
and  Visits  of  Foreign  Dignitaries,  1949- 
1952,  a  supplement  to  the  Foreign  Rela- 
tions of  the  United  States  series.  This 
publication  presents  a  chronological  rec- 
ord of  memoranda  by  Secretary  of 
State  Dean  Acheson  or  one  of  his  depu- 
ties from  1949  through  1951  and  addi- 
tional material  relating  to  meetings 
between  senior  U.S.  and  foreign  offi- 
cials held  from  1949  through  1952. 

These  years  witnessed  the  rapid 
intensification  of  cold  war  tensions. 
Several  dramatic  events,  including  the 
fall  of  China  to  the  communists,  the  So- 
viet Union's  testing  of  an  atomic  weap- 
on, and  the  outbreak  of  the  Korean  war, 
severely  tested  the  Truman  Adminis- 
tration's resiliency.  The  entry  of  com- 
munist China  into  the  Korean  conflict 
and  Truman's  difficulties  with  Gen. 
MacArthur  placed  additional  strains  on 
his  Administration.  These  memoranda 
show  policymakers  debating  these 
issues  and  coming  to  decisions. 


Other  major  topics  covered  in  these 
memoranda  are  the  postwar  adminis- 
tration of  Japan,  negotiation  of  the 
Japanese  Peace  Treaty,  the  peace  set- 
tlement with  Germany  and  Austria,  the 
formation  of  NATO,  the  growing  fears 
of  Soviet  aggression  in  Europe  after 
the  onset  of  the  Korean  war,  and  the 
development  of  contacts  with  Yugo- 
slavia, which  resisted  Soviet  control. 
The  documents  also  focus  on  U.S.  ini- 
tial responses  to  the  problems  of 
emerging  nations,  the  Kashmir  dis- 
pute, and  the  competing  claims  of  Ar- 
abs and  Jews  in  the  Middle  East.  Global 
topics  include  atomic  energy  and  inter- 
national economic  questions. 

The  heightened  international  ten- 
sions were  accompanied  by  mounting 
domestic  political  attacks  on  the  Tru- 
man Administration's  foreign  policies. 
A  recurrent  theme  in  many  of  the  mem- 
oranda is  the  concern  of  the  President, 
Acheson,  and  their  aides  to  respond  to 
or  ward  off  Republican  criticisms.  Sen- 
ator Joseph  McCarthy's  charges  of  com- 
munist penetration  of  the  government 
were  seen  as  of  particular  danger.  The 
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memoranda  also  reveal  executive 
branch  officials'  preoccupation  with  sus- 
taining congressional  support  for  the 
Marshall  Plan,  Point  Four,  and  mili- 
tary assistance  programs. 

The  material  on  meetings  with  for- 
eign dignitaries  provides  additional 
documentation  on  several  bilateral  and 
regional  relationships.  Approximately 
two-thirds  of  these  documents  relate  to 
meetings  between  President  Truman 
and  British  Prime  Ministers  Churchill 
and  Attlee  and  French  Prime  Minister 
Pleven  and  President  Auriol.  Topics 
range  from  bilateral  and  colonial 
questions  to  regional  and  global  is- 
sues involving  post-World  War  II  recon- 
struction, the  movement  toward  great- 
er economic  and  political  unity  in 
Europe,  and  political  and  military 
developments  in  China  and  Korea. 
Acheson's  memoranda  relating  to  his 
conversations  with  British  Foreign  Sec- 
retary Anthony  Eden  and  French  For- 
eign Minister  Robert  Schuman  are 
particularly  comprehensive.  Other  ma- 
terials in  this  collection  relate  to  the 
Council  of  Foreign  Ministers'  meeting 
in  Paris,  a  U.S.  visit  by  New  Zealand 
Prime  Minister  Sydney  Holland,  and 
meetings  with  foreign  leaders  at  the 
seventh  UN  General  Assembly  in  1952. 

The  documents  in  this  publication 
were  maintained  by  the  Executive  Sec- 
retariat of  the  Department  of  State. 
The  Secretary's  memoranda  are  pre- 
sented chronologically,  as  filed  by  offi- 
cers of  the  Executive  Secretariat, 
followed  by  the  documents  on  the  meet- 
ings and  visits.  All  related  documents, 
including  routing  slips  and  notes,  fol- 
low the  papers  to  which  they  were  orig- 
inally attached.  Both  collections  were 


part  of  Lot  53  D  444,  which  contained 
the  Memoranda  of  the  Secretary  of 
State,  1947-1952,  an  earlier  microfiche 
supplement  to  the  Foreign  Relations 
series.  This  supplement  complements 
that  publication.  Lot  53  D  444  has  been 
transferred  to  the  National  Archives 
and  Records  Administration  where  it  is 
preserved  in  Record  Group  59. 

All  material  in  these  two  collec- 
tions has  been  reproduced  except  for  a 
few  papers  that  could  not  be  declas- 
sified in  whole  or  in  part  because  of 
continued  sensitivity  on  national  secu- 
rity or  privacy  grounds.  This  micro- 
fiche publication  is  part  of  the 
Department's  effort  to  make  the  official 
foreign  affairs  record  more  widely 
available  to  scholars  and  other  users. 
These  publications  reproduce  signifi- 
cant and  unique  collections  of  historical 
documents,  only  a  small  part  of  which 
can  be  printed  in  Foreign  Relations 
volumes. 

The  two  collections  in  this  publica- 
tion, comprising  3,471  manuscript 
pages  on  39  microfiche  cards  and  ac- 
companied by  a  66-page  printed  guide 
containing  a  comprehensive  index, 
were  prepared  by  the  Office  of  the  His- 
torian, Bureau  of  Public  Affairs,  De- 
partment of  State.  Copies  of  the 
publication  (Department  of  State  Pub- 
lication No.  9672;  GPO  Stock  No.  044- 
000-02240-1)  may  be  purchased  for 
$20.00  from  the  Superintendent  of  Doc- 
uments, U.S.  Government  Printing  Of- 
fice, Washington,  D.C.  20402.  Checks 
or  money  orders  should  be  made  pay- 
able to  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents. 


Background  Notes 


This  series  provides  brief,  factual  summa- 
ries of  the  people,  history,  government, 
economy,  and  foreign  relations  of  about  170 
countries  (excluding  the  United  States)  and 
of  selected  international  organizations.  Re- 
cent revisions  are: 

Algeria  (Nov.  1988) 
Argentina  (Oct.  1988) 
Botswana  (Dec.  1988) 
Cameroon  (Nov.  1988) 
Comoros  (Oct.  1988) 
Denmark  (Nov.  1988) 
French  Antilles  and  Guiana 

(Jan.  1989) 
Hong  Kong  (Nov.  1988) 
Liechenstein  (Jan.  1989) 
Netherlands  Antilles  and  Aruba 

(Jan.  1989) 


A  free  copy  of  the  index  only  may  be  ob- 
tained from  the  Public  Information  Division, 
Bureau  of  Public  Affairs,  Department  of 
State,  Washington,  D.C.  20520. 

For  about  60  Background  Notes  a  year, 
a  subscription  is  available  from  the 
Superintendent  of  Documents,  U.S.  Govern- 
ment Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C. 
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FEATURE 
Visit  to  Asia 


President's  Trip 
to  Japan,  China,  and  South  Korea 


President  Bush  departed 
the  United  States  on  February  22,  1989, 

to  visit  Japan  (February  23-25), 

where  he  represented  the  United  States 

at  the  funeral  of  Emperor  Hirohito, 

China  (February  25-27), 

and  South  Korea  (February  27). 

He  returned  to  Washington 

on  February  27. 


TOKYO 


Secretary  Baker's 
News  Briefing, 
Feb.  23,  19891 

I  want  to  just  simply  start  by  saying 
that  the  President  has  completed  eight 
bilaterals.  Two  of  those,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  have  already  been  briefed  to 
you  by  Marlin  [Fitzwater,  Assistant  to 
the  President  and  Press  Secretary] — 
his  bilateral  with  President  Mitterrand 
of  France  and  Prime  Minister  Take- 
shita.  In  addition  to  that,  he  has  com- 
pleted bilaterals  with  Portuguese 
Prime  Minister  Soares,  Egyptian  Pres- 
ident Mubarak,  Thai  Prime  Minister 
Chatchai,  Jordanian  King  Hussein,  Is- 
raeli President  Herzog,  and  the  Presi- 
dent of  India,  Mr.  Benkhataram. 

Q.  King  Hussein,  after  his  meet- 
ing, said  that  in  recent  years,  he's 
been  concerned  about  the  United 
States  but  that  he  thinks  that  Presi- 
dent Bush  is  someone  he  can  have 
great  faith  in.  What  did  the  President 
say  to  change  the  King's  mind  about 
U.S.  intentions? 

A.  President  Bush  and  King  Hus- 
sein go  back  a  long  way.  They've  known 
each  other  for  a  long  time;  they've  been 


friends;  they've  worked  together.  I 
think  it's  fair  to  say  that  there  was  a 
recognition  on  the  part  of  both  that 
there  are  perhaps  some  opportunities 
out  there  with  respect  to  the  Middle 
East  peace  process  that  haven't  existed 
before.  There's  somewhat  of  a  dynamic 
in  the  whole  process  that  is  relatively 
new — when  you  consider  the  fact  that 
the  United  States  has  a  dialogue  with 
the  PLO  [Palestine  Liberation  Organi- 
zation], when  you  consider  the  fact  of 
the  recent  human  rights  report,  when 
you  consider  the  fact  that  the  conflict 
there  has  dragged  on  for  as  long  as  it 
has.  And  I  think  that  there  was  a  genu- 
ine appreciation  on  the  part  of  both  of 
those  leaders  that  perhaps  there  were 
some  opportunities  out  there  that 
should  be  carefully  looked  at,  carefully 
thought  through,  and,  if  possible,  cap- 
italized on. 

Q.  But  if  I  could  follow;  he 
seemed  to  express  that  there  was  a 
difference  in  the  attitude  of  the  Unit- 
ed States.  Is  there? 

A.  I'm  not  aware  of  any  difference. 
I  think  the  United  States  has  always 
been  committed  to  doing  whatever  it  can 
to  further  the  peace  process  in  the  Mid- 
dle East. 

Q.  Are  we  talking  about  a  new 
Middle  East  peace  plan  here? 
A.  No. 


Q.  We're  obviously  talking  about 
some  kind  of  new  initiative.  Could 
you  fill  us  in  on  what's  going  on? 

A.  It  depends  on  who  you're  talking 
to  when  you  ask  what's  going  on.  A  nu- 
mber of  people  have  some  different  ideas 
that  they're  floating.  Of  course,  there's 
the  idea  of  an  international  conference 
under  the  sponsorship  of  the  five  perma- 
nent members  of  the  Security  Council 
of  the  United  Nations.  There  are  other 
ideas,  as  there  have  been  from  time  to 
time  throughout  the  long  torturous 
course  of  this  problem  in  the  Middle 
East. 

Let  me,  if  I  might,  tell  you  what  the 
view  and  attitude  of  the  Bush  Adminis- 
tration is.  We,  too,  think  that  there  are 
perhaps  some  opportunities — perhaps. 
We  think  they  ought  to  be  explored  very 
carefully,  that  there  ought  to  be  an  ex- 
tensive amount  of  practical  groundwork 
accomplished  before  we  rush  off  to  have 
a  big,  high-visibility  conference  under 
the  television  lights.  We  think  that  it  is 
important  that  we  do  what  we  can  to 
build  the  environment  for  direct  negotia- 
tions between  the  parties  that  are  going 
to  lead  to  permanent  peace  in  the  Middle 
East. 

We  are  concerned  that  if  we  act  too 
precipitously,  we  might  preempt  promis- 
ing possibilities  that  could  surface  if  we 
adopted  a  more  reasoned  and  measured 
approach. 
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Q.  Did  you  make  any  kind  of  spe- 
cific proposal  to  King  Hussein  or  Mr. 
Mubarak  about  any  kind  of  meeting; 
any  new  American  proposal? 

A.  No,  we  did  not.  We  said  basically 
what  I've  just  said  to  you.  In  addition, 
we  said  we  recognize  the  important  role 
that  the  United  States  plays  in  the  peace 
process  in  the  Middle  East.  We  made  the 
point  that  the  United  States  would  ex- 
pect to  be  active  in  the  Middle  East 
peace  process. 

Q.  Did  you  see  any  common 
ground  among  Hussein,  Mubarak, 
and  Herzog? 

A.  Yes.  I  think  all  three  of  those 
leaders  recognize  the  fact — that  I  men- 
tioned a  moment  ago — that  there  is  a 
certain  dynamic  now  in  the  region. 
There  is  a  reexamination  on  the  part  of  a 
number  of  the  major  players.  I  think 
that  there's  a  genuine  sharing  of  views 
that  it  is,  in  fact,  direct  negotiations  that 
will  ultimately  lead  to  peace  and  that 
somehow  we  must  find  a  way  to  get  to 
those  direct  negotiations. 

Q.  Direct  negotiations  between 
whom? 

A.  Direct  negotiations  between  the 
Palestinians  and  the  Israelis. 

Q.  Not  the  PLO? 

A.  Palestinians. 

Q.  What  role,  if  any,  has  Foreign 
Minister  Shevardnadze's  visit  to  the 
Middle  East  played  in  creating  this 
new  dynamic  that  you  see  in  the  pros- 
pects for  peace  in  the  region? 

A.  I  don't  think  that  has  played  a 
major  role,  quite  frankly,  in  creating  the 
new  dynamics.  I  think  the  dynamics 
were  there.  I  think  that  they  are  af- 
fected in  large  part  by  the  intifada  [up- 
rising! and  the  results  that  that  has  had 
on  public  opinion  around  the  world  and 
on  public  opinion,  frankly,  within  the 
countries  in  the  Middle  East.  I  think  it's 
healthy,  quite  frankly,  that  the  Soviet 
Union  would  be  interested  in  contribut- 
ing to  the  cause  of  peace  in  the  Middle 
East.  I  suppose  we  would  want  to  know 
that  there  were  concrete  contributions 
that  they  had  in  mind,  rather  than  sim- 


ply rhetorical  exercises.  It's  my  under- 
standing that  when  I  meet  with  Foreign 
Minister  Shevardnadze  in  Vienna  in 
March,  we  will  have  further  discussions 
along  these  lines. 

I  might  say  one  final  thing;  it's 
obvious,  of  course,  that  the  Soviet 
Union  can  have  influence  with  Syria. 
One  thing  that  I  think  might  contribute 
in  a  way  toward  peace  in  the  Middle 
East  would  be  if  the  Soviet  Union  could 
find  its  way  clear  to  establishing  full 
diplomatic  relations  with  Israel.  Anoth- 
er thing  that  might  contribute,  as  far 
as  action  by  the  Soviet  Union  is  con- 
cerned, is  if  the  Soviet  Union  was  to 
cease  its  support  of  radical  countries  in 
the  Middle  East  region  such  as  Libya. 

Q.  Presumably  all  the  Middle 
East  leaders  wanted  to  know  what 
the  Bush  Administration's  position 
on  an  international  peace  conference 
is  going  to  be.  What  did  the  President 
say  on  that  particular  point? 

A.  The  President  made  the  points 
that  I've  just  made  to  you;  that  we  think 
it's  very  important  to  carefully  till  the 
ground  here  and  take  advantage  of  what- 
ever opportunity  is  out  there,  don't  lose 
or  preempt  a  promising  possibility  by 
acting  too  precipitously.  That's  number 
one. 

Number  two,  the  United  States  is 
on  record  as  being  willing  to  participate 
in  an  international  conference  which  is 
properly  structured — the  key  words  are 
"properly  structured."  An  international 
conference,  to  be  helpful,  must  lead  to 
direct  negotiations  between  the  parties. 
I  think  most  everyone  agrees  that  you 
will  not  get  to  peace  in  the  Middle  East 
until  you  get  to  those  direct 
negotiations. 

Q.  Before  we  left  Washington, 
Gen.  Scowcroft  [Brent  Scrowcroft, 
Assistant  to  the  President  for  Na- 
tional Security  Affairs]  was  making  a 
point  that  the  President  would  be 
coming  here  with  new  ideas,  new  pro- 
posals for  the  bilateral  talks.  Can  you 
elaborate  on  those  now? 

A.  I'm  sorry — new  ideas  and  new 
proposals  during  the  course  of  these 
bilaterals? 


Q.  Yes. 

A.  The  President  outlined,  during 
the  course  of  these  bilaterals,  his  views 
with  respect  to  the  U.S.-  U.S.S.R.  rela- 
tionship, with  respect  to  the  overall 
East-West  relationship — and  there  was 
quite  a  bit  of  discussion  on  that,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  during  the  course  of  the 
hour  and  a  half  with  President  Mitter- 
rand. There  were  in-depth  discussions  of 
the  approach  that  the  Administration 
will  be  taking  with  respect  to  the  prob- 
lems of  Central  America.  Again  that 
came  up  at  the  Mitterrand  bilateral,  and 
Marlin  has  already  briefed  you  on  that. 
There  was,  as  I've  just  indicated  to  you, 
a  full  exposition  of  our  views  with  re- 
spect to  how  we  think  we  should  ap- 
proach the  question  of  Middle  East 
peace. 

Q.  After  Emperor  Hirohito  died, 
in  Britain,  Canada,  and  Australia, 
veterans  groups  and  others  said  they 
were  firmly  opposed  to  any  high-level 
delegations  coming  to  the  funeral. 
That  didn't  happen  in  the  United 
States.  The  VFW  [Veterans  of  For- 
eign Wars]  and  the  American  Legion 
raised  no  objections  to  George  Bush's 
coming  here.  Were  you  surprised  by 
that,  and  what  does  it  indicate — a 
maturity  of  the  United  States  or 
what? 

A.  Maybe  it  indicated  maturity. 
Maybe  it  indicated  that  the  wounds  have 
healed  as  far  as  the  United  States  is  con- 
cerned. As  the  President  said  when  he 
announced  this  trip,  he  pointed  out  the 
very  important  relationship  that  exists 
today  between  the  United  States  and 
Japan — the  security  relationship  as  well 
as  the  economic  relationship — and  maybe 
the  difference  in  approach  and  difference 
in  view  is  what  you  suggest  it  is.  I  don't 
know. 

Q.  Aside  from  the  meeting  with 
President  Herzog,  has  the  President 
discussed  these  new  approaches  with 
other  Israeli  leaders,  and  can  you  tell 
us  what  they've  said? 

A.  No,  we  have  not  had  those  dis- 
cussions as  yet.  I've  simply  laid  out  to 
you  what  our  view  is  in  terms  of  the  way 
the  thing  ought  to  be  approached. 
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While  in  Japan,  President  Bush  held  bilat- 
eral meetings  with  a  number  of  world 
leaders,  among  whom  were — 


Prime  Minister  Benazir  Bhutto 
of  Pakistan... 


President  Jose  Sarney  Costa  of  Brazil. 


(White  House  photo  by  I)a\  id  Vaklez) 
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Q.  The  PLO  again  today  with  a 
new — made  a  new  appeal  for  direct 
negotiations — offered  the  negotia- 
tions with  the  Israelis.  Are  those  the 
kinds  of  direct  negotiations  you'd  like 
to  see? 

A.  I  can't  speak  for  and  will  not 
presume  to  speak  for  the  Israelis,  partic- 
ularly since  the  President  has  not  as  yet 
met  with  Prime  Minister  Shamir;  he 
will  be  meeting  with  him.  I  have  not  as 
yet  met  with  Foreign  Minister  Arens;  I 
will  be  meeting  with  him.  So  I  can't  an- 
swer that  question. 

Q.  Will  these  be  the  first  times 
that  the  Israelis  will  be  hearing  the 
new  approaches,  do  you  think,  with — 

A.  I  have  spoken  of  this  approach 
in  my  trip  around  NATO  capitals  last 
week.  I'm  sure  word  has  filtered  back  to 
Israel,  and  we've  had  a  very  private  and 
low-level  discussion  of  this.  But  there  has 
been  no  discussion  at  anything  like  the 
ministerial  level. 

Q.  Since  your  trip  last  week, 
have  you  spoken  to  the  President 
about  how  to  respond  to  Gorbachev 
and  this  feeling  in  Europe  about  a 
need  to  respond  to  Gorbachev?  And  in 
the  Mitterrand  meeting,  did  Presi- 
dent Bush  tell  Mitterrand  how  the 
West  might  respond  to,  particularly, 
Gorbachev's  initiatives  at  the  United 
Nations? 

A.  There  was  a  general  review  of 
the  whole  issue  the  way  I  reviewed  it,  if 
I  may  say  so,  with  foreign  ministers  on 
my  trip — the  salient  points  being  that 
the  NATO  alliance  is  very,  very  strong, 
substantively  we're  in  very  good  shape. 
We're  winning  the  battle  on  a  substan- 
tive basis,  politically  and  economically. 
There  is  this  public  perception  and 
public  diplomacy  aspect  of  it  that  we 
probably  are  not  winning  on.  We  need  to 
deal  with  that  but  not  just  from  a  public 
relations  standpoint;  we  need  to  deal 
with  it  in  concrete,  substantive  ways.  We 
did  not  discuss  today  the  specifics  of 
those.  I  have  suggested  before  that  such 
things  as  emphasizing  at  our  summit 
meetings — various  summit  meetings, 
NATO  summit  meetings  and  that  sort  of 


thing — the  political,  social,  and  economic 
content  of  the  relationship  as  opposed  to 
just  the  security  relationship  might  be 
one  way  to  go. 

Q.  You  said  a  little  while  ago 
that  the  United  States  believes  there 
must  be  direct  talks  between  Israel 
and  the  Palestinians.  The  President 
the  other  day  said  our  policy  was  to 
encourage  direct  talks  between  the 
Israelis  and  the  Jordanians.  Did 
somebody  misspeak?  And  might  you 
clarify  what  Palestinians  you  are 
talking  about? 

A.  I  think  the  Jordanians  would  be 
an  appropriate  party  in  these  discus- 
sions, and  I  think  you  might  well  expect 
to  see  them  involved  in  such  discussions 
at  an  appropriate  time,  particularly  if 
those  discussions  took  place  in  the  con- 
text of  an  international  conference. 

Q.  Which  Palestinians  are  you 
talking  about  when  you  say  there 
should  be  talks  between  Israel  and 
the  Palestininans? 

A.  The  Palestinian  people. 

Q.  Did  King  Hussein  indicate  his 
willingness  to  be  party  to  those  dis- 
cussions under  the  right  conditions? 

A.  I  think  the  position  of  King  Hus- 
sein is  well-known  in  terms  of  being  in- 
terested in  doing  whatever  he  can  to 
forward  the  peace  process  in  the  Middle 
East  and  to  arrive  at  peace  in  the  Middle 
East.  The  key  would  be  under  the  right 
circumstances  and  under  the  right 
conditions. 

Q.  You're  saying  that  you  think 
he'd  be  an  appropriate  party.  Did  he 
indicate  that  to  the  President  today? 

A.  The  President  didn't  get  into 
those  kinds  of  specifics,  quite  frankly. 
That  question  never  came  up.  I  think  his 
position  of  being  willing  to  assist  the 
peace  process  in  any  way  he  can  is 
rather  well-known. 

Q.  How  about  the  hostages?  Have 
you  heard  anything — any  new  threats 
against  them  by  Khomeini? 

Q.  Will  there  be  a  meeting  with 
Aquino? 

A.  I  don't  believe  so. 


Q.  Why  not? 

A.  Scheduling  problems. 

Q.  You're  snubbing  her. 
A.  No,  scheduling. 


President  Bush's 

News  Conference  (Excerpts), 
Feb.  25,  19892 

I  have  had  an  extremely  useful  set  of 
meetings  with  leaders  familiar  with 
the  problems  and  prospects  of  the  ma- 
jor geographic  areas  of  the  world.  And 
as  all  of  you  are  aware,  international 
affairs  have  entered  an  extraordinarily 
interesting  period;  a  period  of  fluidity 
in  which  several  regional  problems — 
Afghanistan,  Cambodia,  Angola,  the 
Middle  East,  to  name  just  a  few — have 
renewed  prospect  for  resolution.  Many 
of  the  parameters  of  these  complex 
regional  problems  are  in  flux.  And, 
therefore,  it  is  important  to  converse 
with  the  men  and  women  who  are  the 
most  influential  leaders  on  the  scene. 

I  enjoyed  meeting  with  the  Euro- 
pean leaders.  During  my  lunch  with 
President  Mitterrand  and  in  discus- 
sions with  President  Cossiga  of  Italy, 
with  the  King  of  the  Belgians,  with 
President  Soares  of  Portugal,  King 
Juan  Carlos  of  Spain,  the  President 
of  the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany, 
Prime  Minister  Ozal  of  Turkey,  I  em- 
phasized that  our  relationship  with  Eu- 
rope and  the  North  Atlantic  alliance 
remains  central  to  our  foreign  policy 
and  our  security  interests.  They  all  as- 
sured me  that  their  countries  snared 
this  strong  commitment  to  the  alliance 
and  considered  it  the  key  to  their  past 
and  their  future  security. 

The  meetings  with  the  Presidents 
of  Egypt  and  Israel  and  with  the  King 
of  Jordan  form  part  of  a  larger  effort  to 
bring  peace  to  the  Middle  East.  I  made 
clear  the  continuing  readiness  of  the 
United  States  to  facilitate  this  effort  in 
a  manner  that's  consistent  with  the  se- 
curity of  Israel  and  the  security  of  our 
Arab  friends  in  the  region  as  well.  We 
discussed  what  new  opportunities  may 
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King  Hussein  I  of  Jordan 


(White  House  photo  by  David  Valdez) 
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exist  for  our  diplomacy,  the  importance 
of  moving  forward  to  take  advantage  of 
the  positive  elements  in  the  current 
situation. 

The  meeting  with  Prime  Minister 
Bhutto  of  Pakistan,  an  important  new 
leader,  addressed  a  number  of  impor- 
tant issues,  including  our  common 
interest  in  promoting  Afghan  self- 
determination  in  the  aftermath  now  of 
the  Soviet  troop  withdrawal.  The  emer- 
gence of  democracy  in  Pakistan  is 
something  that  we  Americans  all  sa- 
lute. Consistent  with  this  development, 
we  also  discussed  what  might  be  done 
to  promote  greater  prosperity  and  se- 
curity in  South  Asia  and  particularly 
between  Pakistan  and  India. 

With  the  President  of  India,  we 
talked  about  the  good  nature  of  our  re- 
lationship and  the  opportunities  for  im- 
proving the  climate  of  peace  in  the 
region.  He  expressed  to  me  his  interest 
in  the  talks  that  their  Prime  Minister 
has  had  with  the  Prime  Minister  of 
Pakistan. 

In  my  discussion  with  Prime  Min- 
ister Chatchai  of  Thailand,  with  Lee 
Kwan  Yew  of  Singapore,  and  President 
Corazon  Aquino  of  the  Philippines,  we 
had  a  chance  to  talk  about  the  latest  de- 
velopments in  the  area,  with  particular 
emphasis  on  Cambodia.  What  remains 
clear  from  these  discussions  is  the  ab- 
solute requirement  that  we  maintain 
ASEAN  [Association  of  South  East 
Asian  Nations]  unity  and  support  for  a 
political  settlement  in  Cambodia  fea- 
turing an  interim  government  led  by 
Prince  Sihanouk,  with  whom  I'll  be 
meeting,  I  believe,  in  China — I  believe 
that's  set.  The  goals,  as  ever,  are  two- 
fold: full  and  permanent  Vietnamese 
withdrawal  from  Cambodia  and  the 
permanent  prevention  of  a  return  to 
power  by  the  Khmer  Rouge. 

I  also  met  with  President  Mobutu 
of  Zaire.  We  discussed  important  eco- 
nomic issues  and  the  new  prospects  for 
peace  and  self-determination  in  Angola 
and  Namibia.  I'll  shortly  be  discussing 
the  problems  and  opportunities  of  devel- 
opment with  the  President  of  Brazil — 
President  Sarney — and  the  President  of 
Nigeria — I'll  be  meeting  with  him  in 
just  a  few  minutes. 


Throughout  all  of  our  discussions 
on  a  variety  of  issues,  I  found  a  shared 
sense  of  satisfaction  that  East-West 
relations — they  all  were  interested  in 
this — are  now  clearly  proceeding  on 
the  basis  of  an  agenda  favorable  to 
the  United  States,  its  allies,  and  its 
friends.  As  a  result  of  my  discussions,  I 
feel  more  confident  than  ever  that  we 
and  our  allies  will  move  together  to 
promote  global  peace,  prosperity,  and 
security.  All  these  sessions,  though 
highly  concentrated,  have  been  very 
useful  to  me  overall  and  have  provided 
me  with  an  opportunity  to  exchange 
views  with  many  of  the  most  important 
world  leaders. 

And  then,  I  should  add,  Barbara 
and  I  and  Secretary  Baker  had  an  op- 
portunity to  pay  our  respects  just  now 
to  the  new  Emperor  and  to  express  to 
him  our  pleasure  at  being  here.  It  was 
right  and  proper  that  the  United  States 
be  represented  in  this  way  and  to  give, 
in  a  personal  sense,  our  condolences  to 
him,  to  the  Empress,  and  to  his  family. 


Q.  The  United  States  has  been 
very  firm  with  the  Soviet  Union  in  re- 
cent years  on  human  rights  issues.  Do 
you  intend  to  be  equally  firm  with  the 
Chinese?  And  are  you  taking  a  list  to 
them  of  dissidents?  And  whose  cases 
are  you  interested  in? 

A.  I  think  our  position  is  so  well- 
known  to  the  Chinese — indeed,  they 
have  had  an  opening,  a  glasnost,  if  you 
will,  that  I  wouldn't  have  thought  possi- 
ble, and — if  you  set  the  clock  back  to 
when  I  was  Ambassador  there — 
whether  there's  any  specific  list,  I'm 
not  familiar  with  that  right  now.  I'll  be 
briefed  on  the  approaches  we'll  take  as 
we  fly  to  China.  But  I  think  both  the 
Soviet  Union  and  China  know  of  our 
commitment  to  human  rights.  And  it  is 
beholden  on  any  American  President  to 
reiterate  our  commitment  to  human 
rights. 


Q.  I'm  just  curious  whether  you, 
as  a  World  War  II  veteran  who  was 
shot  down  not  all  that  far  from  here, 
felt  any  sense  of  unease  yesterday  ap- 


pearing before  the  coffin  and  bowing 
before  the  Emperor  and  the  new 
Emperor? 

A.  No,  I  didn't.  And  I  can't  say 
that  in  the  quiet  of  the  ceremony  that 
my  mind  didn't  go  back  to  the  wonder 
of  it  all,  because  I  vividly  remember 
my  wartime  experience.  And  I  vividly 
remember  the  personal  friends  who 
were  in  our  squadron  who  are  no  longer 
alive  as  a  result  of  combat,  a  result  of 
action.  But  my  mind  didn't  dwell  on 
that  at  all.  What  I  really  thought,  if 
there  was  any  connection  to  that,  was, 
isn't  it  miraculous  what's  happened 
since  the  war.  I  remember  the  stories, 
in  reading  as  preparation  for  this  visit, 
the  visit  of  MacArthur  and  the  former 
Emperor  here.  That  was  historic,  and 
that  set  a  whole  new  direction.  And 
MacArthur's  decision  at  that  time 
proved  to  be  correct  in  terms  of  Japan's 
move  toward  democracy.  I  honestly  can 
tell  you  that  I  did  not  dwell  on  that  and 
didn't  feel  any  sense  other  than  my 
mind  thinking  of  personal  relationships 
and  things  of  that  nature,  but  nothing 
to  do  about  whether  it  was  right  to  be 
here.  I  was  certain  from  the  day  that  I 
committed  to  come  here  that  this  was 
correct  for  the  United  States.  And  per- 
haps having  been  in  combat  in  World 
War  II,  maybe  the  decision  was  more 
correct;  maybe  it  was  more  profound  to 
be  here.  It  leaves  out  my  experience. 

I'm  representing  the  United  States 
of  America.  We're  talking  about  a  friend, 
and  we're  talking  about  an  ally.  We're 
talking  about  a  nation  with  which  we 
have  constructive  relationships.  Sure, 
we've  got  some  problems,  but  that  was 
all  overriding — and  respect  for  the  Em- 
peror. And  remember  back  in  World 
War  II,  if  you'd  have  predicted  that  I 
would  be  here  because  of  the  hard  feel- 
ing and  the  symbolic  nature  of  the 
problem  back  then  of  the  former  Em- 
peror's standing,  I  would  have  said, 
"No  way."  But  here  we  are,  and  time 
moves  on;  and  there  is  a  very  good  les- 
son for  civilized  countries  in  all  of  this. 

Q.  You  referred  in  your  opening 
statement  to  your  talks  with  Middle 
East  leaders  and  new  opportunity  as 
a  positive  element  in  the  region.  Can 
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you  elaborate  on  that  and  perhaps  tell 
us  when  you  conclude  your  review 
when  you're  going  to  take  some — 

A.  I  think  the  whole  acceptance  by 
[PLO  leader  YasirJ  Arafat  of  the  condi- 
tions for  talks  is  positive,  and  I  think 
that  is  seen  as  a  very  positive  signal  in 
the  Arab  world.  I  think  that  there's  a 
recognition  on  the  part  of  Israel  that 
with  the  intifada  and  the  difficulties  on 
the  West  Bank  that  something  needs  to 
be  done.  There's  a  readiness  on  the 
part  of  other  Arab  states  to  get  serious 
about  negotiation  and  discussion. 
Egypt's  new  standing  in  the  area  is  a 
very  important  ingredient  that  could 
lead  to  where  they  could  be  more  of  a 
catalyst  for  peace.  All  of  these  are  in- 
gredients that  I  think  offer  oppor- 
tunity. Everybody  understands  that 
before  we  just  go  rushing  out  to  do 
something  for  the  sake  of  doing  some- 
thing that  we  take  a  step  that  is 
prudent. 

I've  been  in  this  job  for  1  month, 
and  this  problem  has  been  there  for 
year  after  year  after  year.  But  when  I 
talk  about  the  underlying  potential  for 
peace,  I  think  that's  widely  accepted 
now.  There're  still  some  very  tough  ele- 
ments. You've  got  some  radical  ele- 
ments in,  what  I  would  say,  the  far  left 
of  the  PLO.  You  have  a  couple  of  coun- 
tries that  have  not  been  overly  con- 
structive toward  the  peace  movement. 
But  that's  overridden,  it  seems  to  me, 
by  these  elements  that  I've  just 
described. 


Q.  You  said  you  wouldn't  believe 
the  opening  that  has  occurred  in 
China  when  you  were  the  U.S.  envoy 
there.  How  does  it  feel  to  be  back  as 
President  of  the  United  States? 

A.  I  don't  know,  but  I'm  looking  for- 
ward to  it.  This  will  be  my  fifth  visit  back 
since  leaving  China  and  Barbara's  sixth. 
And  I  am  told  that  the  Chinese  leaders 
are  looking  forward  to  this  return  visit. 
I'm  excited  about  it,  and  I  think  that  the 
relationship  with  China  is  strong.  We  ob- 
viously have  differences 
with  them,  and  they'll  have  something  to 
say  about  that,  I'm  sure.  I  know  I  will 
marvel  at  the  changes.  I  did  on  the  last 
visit,  and  people  have  told  me  that  just 


in  the  last  2  years,  there's  been  even 
more  change.  There  is  an  openness  in 
China  today  that  I  never  would  have  pre- 
dicted 15  years  ago,  and  I  can't  wait  to 
have  the  discussions  with  these  top  lead- 
ers because  this  relationship  is  very  im- 
portant. And  we  spend  a  lot  of  time  when 
we're  back  home  properly  worrying  about 
and  being  concerned  about  NATO  and 
East-West  relations,  in  the  sense  of  U.S. 
versus  Soviet,  but  we  must  never  neglect 
our  friends  in  the  Pacific. 

This  visit  will  be  a  way  to  talk  about 
common  objectives  and  work  on  the  dif- 
ferences that  we  may  have  on  trade  or 
whatever  else  it  is.  But  we've  passed  the 
clay  on  the  U.S. -China  relationship 
where  anyone  talks  about  "playing  a 
card."  That  was  a  term  that  was  highly 
offensive  to  the  Chinese,  and  properly 
so.  Our  relationship,  the  China-U.S.  re- 
lationship, stands  on  its  own  in  terms  of 
cultural  exchange  and  trade  and  on  com- 
mon strategic  interests  and  on  the  way 
we  view  most  of  the  world — not  all  of  it, 
because  we  have  some  big  differences 
with  them  on  some  areas.  But  what  I 
want  to  do  is  to  strengthen  that  and  to 
build  on  those  common  perceptions  and 
to  make  them  understand  that  we  will 
never  take  for  granted  this  relationship 
and  that  we  will  never  do  anything  in 
dealing  with  the  Soviets  that  would 
inure  to  the  detriment  of  our  Asian 
friends,  be  they  Chinese,  be  they 
ASEAN,  be  they  Japanese.  That's  an  im- 
portant point  to  make  because  we're 
going  to  have  some  very  interesting- 
work  to  be  done  with  the  Soviet  Union.  I 
think  the  Chinese  understand  that,  but  I 
will  make  the  point  that  we're  not  going 
to  move  forward  in  a  way  that  would 
denigrate  their  interests  or  diminish  the 
bilateral  relationship  between  China  and 
the  United  States,  that  it  stands  on  its 
own.  So  we've  passed  the  days  of  "play- 
ing a  card"  and  where  only  discussion 
with  China  had  to  do  with  the  strategic 
equation — Moscow,  the  United  States, 
Beijing.  It's  past  that  now.  We  want  to 
find  ways  to  build. 

We  talk  to  Deng  Xiaoping  [Chair- 
man, Central  Military  Commission] 
about  this  and  Zhao  Ziyang  [General 
Secretary,  Chinese  Communist  Party] 


and  Li  Peng  [Premier  of  the  State  Coun- 
cil], President  Yang  [Yang  Shangkun, 
President  of  China],  and  then  I  can  talk 
to  you  later  on  about  what  we  might  have 
accomplished  or  what  big  problems  re- 
main out  there.  The  relationship  is 
strong,  and  I'd  like  to  strengthen  it. 

Q.  Are  you  pleased  to  see  them 
drawing  closer  to  the  Soviets 
themselves? 

A.  I  have  no  problem  with  this.  I 
said  this  to  Mr.  Gorbachev  before  I  be- 
came President.  And  this  visit  next 
spring  is  a  good  thing,  and  it's  nothing 
detrimental  to  the  interests  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  in  that  regard.  Even  if  there 
was — we  should  try  to  go  about  it,  in  my 
view.  But  there  isn't.  So  if  the  question 
gets  into  this  equation:  Do  you  worry 
that  the  Soviets  and  the  Chinese  will  get 
back  to  the  Khrushchev  era,  almost  una- 
nimity on  everything?  No,  I  don't. 
There's  a  fierce  independence  in  China 
today,  and  they've  moved  out  early  on  in 
terms  of  market  incentive  and  in  terms 
of — oh,  lots  of  things:  privatization,  no 
more  communes  in  their  agriculture,  for 
example.  These  are  dramatic  changes, 
and  they  haven't  fully  felt  the  effect  of 
these  changes.  Now  they  have  some  eco- 
nomic problems  that  go  with  fast  eco- 
nomic change.  Inflation  is  concerning 
them,  and  how  you  handle  rapid  growth 
is  concerning  them,  but  they're  moving 
in  this  market-oriented  way  that  we 
think  is  a  very  good  thing. 

So  I'm  not  concerned  about  their 
going  back  to  a  relationship  that  was  al- 
most two  against  one  automatically.  It's 
not  that  kind  of  a  thing  anymore.  I  don't 
think  that's  a  concern  we  have. 


Responses  to  Questions 

Submitted  by  the 

Kyodo  News  Service 

of  Japan, 
Feb.  16,  19893 

Q.  What  kind  of  role  will  the  Bush 
Administration  expect  Japan  to  play 
in  the  global  economic  and  Western 
national  security  spheres? 
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A.  First  of  all,  a  word  about  the 
global  role  of  the  United  States  during 
my  Administration. 

Japan  and  the  world  can  count  on 
America  to  continue  to  work  for  peace, 
democracy,  freedom,  and  justice  around 
the  world.  The  scope  of  America's  vision 
is  global,  and  we  will  continue  to  shoul- 
der the  obligations  that  belong  to  a 
global  power. 

At  the  same  time,  of  course,  it  is  im- 
portant that  our  allies  assume  greater 
responsibility  in  the  cause  of  global 
peace  and  prosperity.  It  is  not  for  me  to 
prescribe  .Japan's  role  in  the  world.  The 
decision  is  up  to  the  Government  and 


people  of  Japan.  During  Prime  Minister 
Takeshita's  recent  visit  to  Washington, 
he  and  I  agreed  that  there  are  many 
ways  Japan  can  contribute  to  global 
peace  and  prosperity.  Our  defense  coop- 
eration is  one  of  those  ways.  Another  is 
foreign  economic  assistance.  I  welcome 
Japan's  pledge  to  make  further  signifi- 
cant increases  in  overseas  development 
assistance  programs. 

Along  these  lines,  Prime  Minister 
Takeshita  and  I  agreed  on  the  impor- 
tance of  supporting  democracy  and  sus- 
tained economic  growth  and  reform  in 
the  Philippines.  Toward  this  end,  we 
pledged  to  make  every  effort  to  launch 
the  multilateral  assistance  initiative  for 


President  Bush  and  Prime  Minister  No- 
boru  Takeshita  met  in  the  Akasaka  Pal- 
ace. To  the  President's  left  are  Secretary 
Baker  and  Chief  of  Staff  Sununu.  To  the 
Prime  Minister's  right  are  Chief  Cabinet 
Secretary  Keigo  Obuchi  and  Ambassador 
to  the  U.S.  Nobuo  Matsunaga. 
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the  Philippines  this  year.  I  also  welcome 
Japan's  decision  to  take  part  in  peace- 
keeping operations  and  your  generous  of- 
fers of  financial  support  for  the  relief 
and  resettlement  in  Afghanistan  and 
southern  Africa.  Those  are  also  ways  to 
contribute. 

The  United  States  and  Japan — the 
world's  two  largest  economies — have 
special  responsibilities  to  sustain  free 
trade.  Prime  Minister  Takeshita  reaf- 
firmed in  Washington  Japan's  deter- 
mination to  promote  strong  domestic 
growth  and  structural  adjustments.  In 
the  area  of  multilateral  cooperation  and 
global  economic  growth,  we  agreed 
that  we  would  continue  to  coordinate 
policies  through  established  fora,  espe- 
cially the  economic  summit.  We  look 
forward  to  the  next  summit  meeting, 
which  will  be  held  in  Paris.  We  also 
agreed  on  the  importance  of  a  success- 
ful Uruguay  Round  [multilateral  trade 
negotiations].  And  we  agreed  on  the 
importance  of  frequent  consultations  at 
all  levels  on  economic  issues. 

Q.  How  do  you  envision  U.S.- 
Japan relations  under  your  Adminis- 
tration? Some  of  your  advisers  have 
recommended  forming  a  "new  part- 
nership" with  Japan.  What  are  your 
feelings  about  this  recommendation? 

A.  We  have  used  the  word  "partner- 
ship" to  describe  our  relationship  for  a 
number  of  years  now,  and  during  the 
course  of  the  Reagan  Administration,  we 
gave  new  meaning  to  that  term.  Our 
partnership  is  bilateral,  regional,  and 
global.  We  consult  frequently  and  coop- 
erate closely  on  virtually  every  issue  of 
importance.  This  is  not  a  "new  partner- 
ship" but  a  continuing  one  that  has  de- 
veloped over  40  years  of  cooperation.  I 
am  confident  it  will  continue  to  develop 
and  acquire  new  meaning,  but  rather 
than  a  "new  partnership,"  it  will  be  a 
continually  "renewed  partnership." 

Q.  Defense  Secretary-designate 
Tower  said  Japan  should  extend  its 
sealane  defense  beyond  the  present 
1, 000-mile  limit.  Do  you  support  this 
view?  Would  you  ask  Japan  to  beef  up 
its  defense?  If  so,  how  much  of  its 
GNP  should  Japan  allocate  for  de- 
fense spending? 


A.  We  are  fully  satisfied  with  the 
mutually  agreed  division  of  defense  roles 
and  missions  in  our  security  arrange- 
ments, under  which  Japan  has  primary 
responsibility  for  defending  its  territory, 
seas  and  skies,  and  sea  lines  of  communi- 
cation. We  are  also  encouraged  by  Ja- 
pan's continued  and  steady  progress  in 
improving  its  defense  capability  within 
the  framework  of  those  roles  and  mis- 
sions, recognizing  there  is  still  room  for 
greater  improvement,  especially  in  the 
area  of  sustainability.  Further  we  appre- 
ciate Japan's  increasing  contribution  to 
the  cost  of  maintaining  U.S.  forces  in 
Japan.  Rather  than  engage  in  a  sterile 
exercise  of  measuring  security  in  arbi- 
trary terms  such  as  GNP,  the  United 
States  and  Japan  are  putting  our  efforts 
toward  a  much  more  productive  and  im- 
portant purpose;  that  of  working  to- 
gether to  attain  defense  capabilities 
which  will  ensure  our  mutual  security. 

Q.  Would  you  support  a  U.S.- 
Japan free  trade  agreement  modeled 
after  the  U.S. -Canada  free  trade 
agreement?  The  U.S.  deficit  with  Ja- 
pan has  been  on  the  rise  again  in  re- 
cent months.  Do  you  favor  the  yen's 
further  appreciation  against  the 
dollar? 

A.  The  U.S.  and  Japanese  Govern- 
ments agree  on  the  need  to  pursue  mul- 
tilateral and  bilateral  efforts  to  create  a 
more  open  international  trading  system. 
We  will  stress  the  multilateral  approach. 

We  are  always  open  to  new  ideas. 
But  in  our  view,  the  key  now  is  to  work 
hard  for  the  success  of  the  Uruguay 
Round.  At  the  recent  G-7  meeting  [com- 
prised of  the  finance  ministers  of  Canada, 
France,  West  Germany,  Italy,  Japan,  the 
United  Kingdom,  and  the  United  States], 
the  financial  authorities  of  the  major 
countries  agreed  the  global  economic  sit- 
uation and  outlook  remain  positive  and 
that  no  changes  in  their  commitment  to 
cooperation  on  exchange  rate  policies 
were  needed. 

During  our  recent  meeting,  Prime 
Minister  Takeshita  and  I  noted  progress 
that  both  the  United  States  and  Japan 
have  made  toward  reducing  external  im- 
balances, but  we  also  agreed  that  fur- 
ther policy  efforts  are  needed.  The 


Prime  Minister  assured  me  that  Japan 
remained  determined  to  encourage 
strong  domestic  growth  and  structural 
reform.  And  I  reaffirmed  our  strong 
determination  to  reduce  our  budget 
deficit. 

Q.  A  reduction  of  conventional 
arms  is  said  to  be  the  top  priority  of 
the  Bush  Administration  in  the  U.S.- 
Soviet arms  negotiations.  What  is 
your  response  to  President  Gor- 
bachev's announcement  to  cut  500,000 
Soviet  troops?  Do  you  foresee  a  U.S.- 
Soviet summit  by  next  summer? 

A.  It  is  true  that  a  major  priority  of 
my  Administration  is  in  the  area  of  con- 
ventional arms  control.  Thus  we  welcome 
and  look  forward  to  the  negotiation  on 
conventional  armed  forces  in  Europe 
(CFE).  We,  along  with  our  NATO  allies, 
will  seek  in  CFE  to  enhance  stability 
and  security  at  a  lower  level  of  forces.  To 
that  end,  NATO  will  seek  the  elimina- 
tion of  the  Warsaw  Pact's  substantial  su- 
periority in  Europe.  Accordingly  we 
welcome  the  announcement  of  Soviet 
force  reductions  as  a  positive  step  in  the 
right  direction  and  look  forward  to  the 
full  implementation  of  the  force  cuts  de- 
scribed by  Chairman  Gorbachev.  Even 
with  these  reductions,  however,  the  War- 
saw Pact  has  far  to  go  to  correct  the  con- 
ventional forces  imbalance  in  Europe. 

Regarding  a  summit,  both  sides,  of 
course,  want  to  be  well  prepared  before 
engaging  in  a  summit.  We  are  in  the 
process  of  reviewing  elements  of  our  pol- 
icy toward  the  Soviet  Union  and  consult- 
ing closely  with  our  allies  and  friends  to 
ensure  that  we  have  a  sound  foundation 
for  long-term  progress  in  East-West  re- 
lations. Secretary  of  State  Baker  and 
Foreign  Minister  Shevardnadze  will  have 
several  opportunities  in  the  months 
ahead  to  begin  addressing  the  many  is- 
sues between  our  countries.  Thus,  while 
I  am  confident  a  summit  will  take  place 
sometime  in  the  future,  it  is  too  early  to 
discuss  a  specific  date. 
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Secretary  Baker's 

Interview  on 

"Face  the  Nation" 

(Excerpts), 
Feb.  26,  19894 


Q.  Here  we  are  in  China.  I  know  that 
you've  already  had  several  meetings 
with  Deng  Xiaoping  and  Li  Peng. 
What's  been  curious  to  a  lot  of  us  in 
the  press  is  what  the  spokesman  told 
us,  which  is  that  human  rights  hasn't 
come  up.  Every  time  our  government 
goes  to  the  Soviet  Union,  we  always 
bring  it  up;  we  make  it  a  big  issue. 
Human  rights  violations  are  just  as 
bad  in  this  country,  if  not  worse.  Why 
don't  we  bring  it  up  here? 

A.  It  has  been  brought  up  here.  It 
has  been  brought  up  in  China,  specifi- 
cally so,  and  has  been  discussed.  It 
hasn't  been  done — 

Q.  Our  spokesman  said  that  it 
wasn't. 

A.  It  hasn't  been  done  with  big  pub- 
lic fanfare  and  a  lot  of  noise  because, 
frankly,  we  think  that  sometimes  you 
make  better  progress  on  human  rights 
when  it's  done  quietly  and  low  key. 

Q.  When  was  it  done? 

A.  It  was  done  during  the  course  of 
my  meeting  with  the  Foreign  Minister 
last  night. 

Q.  Why  wouldn't  the  President 
bring  it  up  with  Deng  Xiaoping  or  Li 
Peng? 

A.  Because  the  decision  was  made 
to  bring  it  up  at  the  foreign  minister 
level. 

Q.  Does  that  not  diminish  the 
significance,  the  importance,  by  hav- 
ing it— 

A.  Not  at  all. 

Q.  Why  not?  Why  doesn't  the 
President  at  the  presidential  level, 
like  President  Reagan  used  to? 


A.  I  think  the  message  got  through 
loud  and  clear,  and  we  had  a  good  discus- 
sion on  the  issue. 

Q.  Is  there  a  double  standard 
here  on  human  rights? 

A.  No,  I  don't  think  there's  a  double 
standard — 

Q.  I  mean  in  terms  of  the  Soviet 
Union. 

A.  Oh,  I  don't  think  so  at  all.  If  you 
go  back  and  look  at  what's  happened,  I 
think  you'd  see  that  China  began  open- 
ing up  its  economy  and  opening  up  its 
political  system  and  opening  up  with  re- 
spect to  human  rights  a  lot  earlier  than 
the  Soviet  Union  did. 

We've  made  dramatic  progress  in 
the  last  year  or  so  with  the  Soviet 
Union.  But  China  started  moving  a  lot 
earlier  than  the  Soviet  Union. 

Q.  You  could  argue  that  that's 
true  on  the  economic  side  but  not  nec- 
essarily on  the  human  rights  side. 

A.  I  believe  it's  true  in  terms  of  the 
wide  range  of  those  issues,  I  really  do. 

Q.  You  seem  to  be  plagued  by  this 
criticism  that  you  don't  have  a  for- 
eign policy;  that  this  Administration 
has  been  very  slow  off  the  mark 
here — in  the  Middle  East,  in  Central 
America,  in  Europe.  I  don't  mean  to 
try  to  get  a  defensive  answer  because 
I  know  you've  been  asked  this  a  lot 
but  merely  to  have  you  explain  to  the 
American  people — 

A.  You  know,  I  haven't  been  asked 
yet.  That  question  has  not  come  to  me 
yet;  it's  come  to  others. 

Q.  Let  me  ask  you,  then. 

A.  I'll  give  you  the  same — 

Q.  Then  let  me  put  it  to  you:  Why 
so  slow? 

A.  I'll  give  you  the  same  answer 
that  the  President  gave  the  other  day. 

Q.  No,  give  your  own  answer. 

A.  It's  an  outrageous  suggestion. 
You  know,  you  don't  change  policy  just 
because  you  change  Administrations. 
That  would  be  a  terrible  mistake. 

A  lot  of  things  are  going  well;  the 
winds  of  freedom  really  are  blowing 
around  the  world,  when  you  look  at 


what's  happening  in  Afghanistan,  in 
southern  Africa,  and  a  whole  host  of 
places. 

We  have  some  new  dynamics,  as  I 
mentioned  the  other  night,  in  the  Middle 
East — some  opportunities.  That  doesn't 
mean  that  it  makes  sense  to  come  charg- 
ing out  in  the  first  4  weeks  of  this  Ad- 
ministration with  some  high-visibility 
plan  that  might  or  might  not  succeed. 
We'd  much  rather  till  the  ground  care- 
fully, do  a  lot  of  in-depth  preparation, 
and  not  run  the  risk  of  preempting  the 
real  possibility  of  success  by  moving  too 
quickly. 

Q.  You  have  a  President  who  may 
have  more  foreign  policy  experience 
than  any  president  in  15  years. 

A.  Absolutely. 

Q.  He  was  Vice  President  for  8 
years,  and  he's  got  something  like  a 
dozen  foreign  policy  reviews  going  on. 
And  every  time  there's  an  opportunity 
that  comes  along — for  instance,  in 
the  Middle  East — he's  studying,  he's 
not  seizing,  he's  not  responding  to  the 
Soviets. 

A.  No,  I  disagree  with  that.  That's 
simply  not  true. 

Q.  Why  so  much  study?  Why 
aren't  you  all  ready  to  just  seize  these 
opportunities? 

A.  Because  it  makes  sense  to  review 
policy  when  you  have  a  new  Administra- 
tion coming  in.  That  doesn't  mean  you 
change  policy,  but  you  really  ought  to  re- 
view it.  And  that's  what  we're  doing  in  a 
whole  host  of  areas. 

Q.  Why  don't  you  have  your  team 
in  place?  You  have  the  PLO  with  a  new 
initiative  ready,  saying  constantly 
they  want  to  talk  to  Israel;  you  have 
the  Soviets  moving  in,  intruding  into 
what  was  our  turf,  brokering  rela- 
tions in  the  Middle  East.  And,  as  I 
understand  it,  you  don't  even  have 
your  Middle  East  team  in  place  at  the 
State  Department. 

A.  It  would  probably  surprise  you 
to  know  that  we  have  over  50 — probably 
about  55 — presidential  appointments  re- 
quiring Senate  confirmation  who  have 
been  agreen  upon;  only  15  of  those  have 
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been  announced  because  it  takes  an  inor- 
dinate amount  of  time  nowadays  to  get 
FBI  clearance.  There's  no  such  thing  as 
a  24-hour  name  check;  it  takes  7  days. 

Q.  Why  is  that? 

A.  A  full  field  background  takes 
about  5  weeks.  Why  is  that?  I  think  it's 
because  the  standards  are  a  lot  tougher 
now,  and  the  scrutiny  is  much  greater. 

Q.  I  mean,  you're  picking  people 
who  are  in  government.  Some  of  the 
people  I  know  that  you're  wanting  to 
bring  in  are  already  there. 

A.  Yes,  and  you're  going  to  ask  me 
why  the  FBI  says  they  have  to  have  a 
full  field  investigation  again?  I  can't  an- 
swer that.  Ask  the  FBI. 

Q.  Tell  me  why  you  don't  have 
someone  on  your  Middle  East  desk. 

A.  He's  been  named;  it  leaked  out 
27*  to  3  weeks  ago.  You  know  who  it  is. 

Q.  Leaked  out  but  not  appointed. 

A.  Not  formally  announced.  Why? 

Q.  Yes. 

A.  Because  he's  waiting  on  his 
FBI — he's  a  career  Foreign  Service  offi- 
cer, and  yet  he  has  to  go  through  a  full 
field  background  investigation  by  the 
FBI. 

Q.  Here's  one  of  the  accusations: 
You're  all  afraid  of  LSenator]  Jesse 
Helms. 

A.  And,  by  the  way,  we've  been  in 
office  for  about  30  days,  you  know. 

Q.  [Israeli  Foreign  Minister] 
Moshe  Arens,  who  just  met  with  Mr. 
Shevardnadze,  is  coming  to  the  Unit- 
ed States  in  less  than  a  month.  Will 
you  be  ready  with  initiatives  to  pre- 
sent to  him  when  he  comes?  Will  your 
team  be  in  place?  Will  you  be  ready 
for  that  meeting? 

A.  The  team  will  be  in  place,  and 
we  will  be  very  ready  for  the  meeting 
and  we're  looking  forward  to  the  meet- 
ing. As  I  said  the  other  night  in  the 
briefing,  we  have  already  had  some  very 
low-level  discussions  with  the  Israelis. 
But  you  keep  talking  in  terms  of  initia- 
tives and  big  plans,  and  you  want  to  see 
something  presented  under  the  kleig 


Mrs.  Bush  during  a  tour  of  the  Forbidden  City  in  Beijing. 


lights  and  in  front  of  the  cameras.  That's 
the  wrong  way  to  go.  If  you  really  want 
to  make  some  progress  in  the  Middle 
East,  that's  the  wrong  way  to  go. 

Q.  But  doesn't  it  bother  you  that 
Mr.  Gorbachev  looks  as  though  he's 
besting  you  all  over  the  world? 

A.  Not  a  bit.  Not  a  bit.  It  really 
doesn't,  because  we're  winning  on  subs- 
tance. The  NATO  alliance  is  winning  at 
every  turn  on  substance:  on  human 
rights,  on  arms  control,  on  regional.  Look 
at  what's  happening  in  Afghanistan,  look 
at  what's  happening  in  the  southern  part 
of  Africa,  look  at  what's  happening  on 
arms  control,  look  at  what's  happening  on 
human  rights.  So  we're  winning  on  subs- 
tance. He  may  be  winning  on  public  rela- 
tions and  perceptions.  So  it  doesn't  bother 
us,  not  one  bit. 


President  Bush's 

Interview  on 

Chinese  Television, 
Feb.  26, 19895 

Q.  I'm  sure  millions  of  Chinese  peo- 
ple are  watching  this  program  now.  I 
wonder  if  you  would  like  to  say  a  few 
words  to  them  first. 

A.  I  do  have  an  opening  statement, 
but  first  let  me  thank  you  for  this  unique 
opportunity.  It's  a  great  honor  for  me  to 
be  the  first  American  President  to  speak 
to  the  Chinese  people  in  a  live  broadcast. 
And  I  feel  as  if  I  were  talking  to  old 
friends  who,  while  out  of  sight,  have 
never,  never  been  out  of  heart  and  mind. 

Fourteen  years  ago,  Barbara  and  I 
came  to  your  beautiful  land  when  I  was, 
as  you  said,  Chief  of  the  U.S.  Liaison  Of- 


wa. 
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fice.  And  for  us,  returning  to  Beijing  is 
a  homecoming.  Our  work  here  was  a 
source  of  great  personal  satisfaction,  a 
happy,  challenging  time  in  our  lives. 
And  we  actually  went  to  church  here;  in- 
deed, our  daughter  was  baptized  in  our 
faith  here.  We  rode  bicycles  down  the 
hutongs  [narrow  streets]  of  Beijing  and 
came  to  have  a  general  feeling  of  affec- 
tion for  the  Chinese  people.  We  knew 
then  that  the  relationship  that  we  would 
establish  between  our  two  nations  would 
be  a  special  one  indeed. 

And  we  were  right.  Today  the 
bridges  that  started  with  the  Shanghai 
communique  years  ago — today  that  rela- 
tionship has  joined  our  peoples  together 
in  friendship  and  respect.  Our  two  coun- 
tries continue  to  weave  an  increasingly 
rich  fabric  of  relations  through  our  ex- 
panding trade  and  cultural  and  scientific 
exchanges.  American  students  study  at 
many  of  your  finest  universities,  and  we 
welcome  thousands  of  Chinese  students 
and  researchers  to  educational  institu- 
tions in  the  United  States.  The  under- 
standing and  friendship  that  these 
students  have  developed  will  only  help  to 
improve  and  deepen  relations  between 
our  two  countries  in  the  years  ahead. 

I've  spoken  to  the  American  people 
about  a  new  breeze  blowing  in  the  world 
today.  There's  a  worldwide  movement  to- 
ward greater  freedom;  freedom  of  hu- 
man creativity  and  freedom  of  economic 
opportunity.  We've  all  begun  to  feel  the 
winds  of  change  sweep  us  toward  an  ex- 
citing and  challenging  new  century. 
These  winds — new,  sometimes  gentle, 
sometimes  strong  and  powerful.  China 
was  one  of  the  first  nations  to  feel  this 
new  breeze,  and  like  a  tree  in  a  winter 
wind,  you've  learned  to  bend  and  adapt 
to  new  ways  and  new  ideas  and  reform. 

Many  challenges  lie  before  our  two 
nations.  Together  we  must  find  political 
solutions  to  regional  conflicts.  We  must 
foster  global  growth.  And  together,  in 
order  to  make  life  better  for  future  gen- 
orations,  we  must  seek  solutions  to 
worldwide  concerns,  such  as  our  planet's 
environment,  the  threat  to  all  people 
from  international  terror,  the  use  and 
spread  of  chemical  and  biological  weap- 
ons, and  international  drug  trafficking.  I 


know  your  leaders  share  with  me  a  de- 
termination to  solve  these  and  other 
problems,  and  as  President  of  the  United 
States,  I  look  forward  to  continuing  to 
work  closely  with  them  as  I  have  done  in 
the  past. 

The  Americans  and  Chinese  share 
many  things,  but  perhaps  none  is  more 
important  than  our  strong  sense  of  fam- 
ily. Just  a  few  weeks  ago,  Barbara  and  I 
were  blessed  by  a  new  grandchild.  When 
I  think  of  her  and  I  think  of  the  beautiful 
children  of  China,  my  commitment  to 
peace  is  renewed  and  reaffirmed. 

I  am  confident  that  when  future 
generations  of  Chinese  and  Americans 
look  back  upon  this  time,  they'll  say  that 
the  winds  of  change  blew  favorably  upon 
our  lands.  Thank  you  for  your  friend- 
ship, your  hospitality,  and  the  many 
warm  memories  of  this  wonderful  coun- 
try that  Barbara  and  I  take  with  us  as 
we  return  tomorrow  to  the  United 
States. 

Q.  You've  been  in  office  for  just  a 
month,  and  many  people  are  probably 
surprised  that  you've  decided  to  come 
to  China  so  soon.  Why  now? 

A.  Now  because,  you  see,  I  view 
the  relationship  between  China  and  the 
United  States  as  highly  significant,  as 
one  of  the  very  most  important  relation- 
ships that  we  have.  And  so,  it  has  a  lot 
to  do  with  bilateralism,  with  our  trade 
and  our  cultural  exchanges,  and  what  I 
said  here  about  the  children.  But  it's 
more  than  that.  It  really  has,  because  of 
China's  importance  and  ours,  a  lot  to  do 
with  world  peace.  And  so,  before  much 
time  went  by,  I  wanted  to  reaffirm  the 
importance  that  the  United  States  places 
on  this  bilateral  relationship,  and  I 
wanted  to  pledge  to  the  Chinese 
leaders — and  I've  met  the  top  four  lead- 
ers in  the  last  day  and  a  half — that  this 
relationship  will  grow  and  it  will  pros- 
per. We  have  economic  problems,  and 
China  has  some.  But  together  we're 
going  to  solve  them,  and  we're  going 
to  move  forward. 

Q.  This  is  your  second  day  in 
China.  How  do  you  assess  your  time 
here?  What  specifically  have  you 
achieved  on  this  trip? 


A.  It's  been  a  period — just  in  that 
short  period  of  time — to  visit  with  the 
Chinese  leadership  and  Chairman  Deng 
Xiaoping  and  others — Zhao  Ziyang  and 
Li  Pend,  Chairman  Yang — all  of  these 
men  giving  a  lot  of  their  time  to  explain 
the  reforms  in  China,  the  new  directions 
that  China  is  taking  in  world  affairs. 
We  had  an  interesting  exchange  on  the 
forthcoming  visit  of  General  Secretary 
Gorbachev  coming  here.  And  it  is  im- 
portant that  they  understand  what  I'm 
thinking  in  terms  of  the  Middle  East  or 
the  subcontinent  or  our  relations  with 
the  Soviet  Union  on  arms  control,  and 
it's  important  I  understand  theirs.  It 
hasn't  been  a  visit  that  has  three  points 
on  an  agenda.  It's  a  visit  with  a  much 
broader  perspective  and  a  reaffirmation 
of  a  relationship  that's  strong. 

Q.  You  know  perhaps  as  well  as 
anyone  about  the  development  of 
relations  between  your  country  and 
China.  How  would  you  say  that  rela- 
tionship contributes  to  world  peace 
and  development? 

A.  I  think  it  contributes  a  lot,  be- 
cause in  the  first  place,  we  in  the  United 
States  have  a  disproportionate  respon- 
sibility for  discussions  on  strategic  weap- 
ons, for  example,  and  we  want  to  go 
forward  with  the  Soviet  Union,  in  this 
instance,  on  negotiations.  But  we  don't 
want  to  do  that  in  a  way  that  would  jeop- 
ardize the  interests  of  any  other  country. 
And  so,  in  that  one  area,  we  can  have 
discussions  with  Chinese,  just  as  our 
Secretary  of  State,  Jim  Baker,  had  with 
the  European  leaders. 

Another  area  is  the  economy.  We 
have  some  economic  problems  at  home, 
and  I  wanted  to  assure  the  Chinese  lead- 
ers that  I  am  going  to  do  my  level  best  to 
get  our  deficit  down. 

The  Chinese  people  might  say, 
"What  in  the  world  does  that  have  to  do 
with  me  living  in  Beijing  or  down  in 
Shanghai  or  out  further  in  the  country- 
side?" The  economies  of  the  world  are  in- 
terlocked in  a  way.  If  I  can  do  my  job 
properly,  that  might  mean  lower  interest 
rates.  And  what  does  that  mean  to  the 
average  man  on  the  street  in  China? 
That  might  mean  that  eventually  his 
goods  come  to  him  at  a  lower  price.  I  just 
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come  back  to  the  fact  that  the  visit  is  a 
chance  to  explore  in  depth  the  compli- 
cated international  relationships  and  to 
build  on  this  bilateral  relationship. 

Q.  It's  said  there's  vast  potential 
in  strengthening  both  the  economic 
and  technological  cooperation  bet- 
ween China  and  the  United  States. 
How  do  we  best  tap  that  potential, 
and  how  do  we  overcome  problems 
such  as  the  restrictions  on  the  trans- 
fer of  technology? 

A.  In  the  first  place,  I  had  an  op- 
portunity just  a  minute  ago — I  was  al- 
most late  for  your  program  because  I 
was  talking  to  Ziao  Ziyang,  a  very  im- 
pressive leader,  about  the  economy  and 
about  reforms.  We  congratulate  the  Chi- 
nese leaders  in  the  steps  they've  taken 
toward  economic  reform. 

In  terms  of  something  technical  like 
technological  exchange,  I  made  clear  to 
the  Chinese  leaders,  particularly  in  a 
conversation  with  Li  Peng,  that  we  are 
prepared  to  go  the  extra  mile  in  terms  of 
investment,  in  terms  of  business,  ex- 
ports and  imports.  When  I  was  here  in 
China  15  years  ago,  total  trade  was  $800 
million.  And  now,  depending  on  how  one 
accounts  for  it,  we  would  say  we  would 
use  a  figure  of  $14  billion.  So  we're  going 
to  move  forward.  We  will  advance  tech- 
nology to  China  as  much  as  we  possibly 
can  under  what  is  known  as  the  COCOM 
[Coordinating  Committee  for  Multi- 
lateral Export  Controls]  arrangement. 
There  are  some  highly  sensitive,  highly 
sophisticated  military  technologies  that 
I'm  not  even  sure  China  is  interested  in 
but  that  we  are  prohibited  from  export- 
ing under  the  law.  Having  said  that,  we 
have  exported  some  highly  sophisticated 
technology  to  China,  and  as  President,  I 
want  to  continue  to  do  that.  That  will 
benefit  the  life  of  the  average  Chinese 
citizen. 

We're  in  an  information  society  in 
many  ways  in  the  United  States,  and 
clearly  that  is  going  to  come  to  China — 
computer  knowledge  and  education  tech- 
niques that  are  coming  to  the  average 
Chinese  kid  from  computers.  We've  been 
blessed  by  advanced  technology,  and  now 
we  want  to  share  it  as  much  as  we  can. 


The  President  and  Chinese  leader  Deng  Xiaoping  offered  toasts  during  their  luncheon  at 
the  Great  Hall  of  the  People. 


Q.  You  know  there  are  reforms  in 
China  right  now,  and  the  Chinese 
Government  is  trying  to  attract  more 
foreign  investment.  Does  your  Admin- 
istration have  or  plan  to  have  any 
specific  measures  to  encourage 
American  businesses  to  invest  in 
China? 

A.  We  had  a  chance  to  talk  about 
that  here  today  with  the  Chinese  lead- 
ers, and  I  did  point  out  to  them  that 
there  are  certain  things  that  we'd  like  to 
see  China  move  forward  on  that  would  en- 
hance further  investment  here.  I'd  like 
to  see  an  investment  treaty  between  the 
two  countries  of  some  sort — an  agree- 
ment, not  a  treaty  but  a  bilateral  agree- 
ment on  trade.  We — like  we  do  not  just 
with  China  but  many  other  coun- 
tries— talk  about  copyright  and  patent 
protection,  and  yet  I  find  on  this  visit 
that  China  is  moving  forward  with  a  new 
patent  code  and  now  is  drafting  copyright 
legislation,  which  would  be  very  helpful. 


There  are  some  artificial  barriers. 
The  good  thing  about  a  visit  like  this  is 
we  can  sit  and  talk  to  the  leaders  in  a 
dispassionate  way.  Where  they  disagree 
with  me,  they  will  tell  me,  and  where  I 
disagree  with  them,  I'm  obliged  to  tell 
them.  That's  what  a  good  frank  relation- 
ship can  do. 

But  I  told  them  that  I  must  work  to 
get  the  budget  deficit  in  the  United 
States  down,  because  that  does  have  an 
adverse  impact  on  international  interest 
rates.  There  are  things  that  we  can  do, 
and  there  were  things  that  I've  asked 
China  to  do  in  terms  of  facilitating  busi- 
ness. Sometimes  I  think  your  country  is 
as  bad  as  mine  is  on  red  tape.  And  to  get 
the  best  flow  of  investment,  China  needs 
to  do  better  on  red  tape,  and  so  do  we. 
It's  a  two-way  street. 
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White  House  Statement, 
Feb.  27,  19895 

The  President  and  Mrs.  Bush  were 
delighted  by  the  warm  reception  in 
China.  The  entire  range  of  Chinese 
leadership  met  with  the  President, 
showing  their  respect  for  him  person- 
ally and  for  the  United  States.  The 
luncheon  hosted  by  Chairman  Deng 
Xiaoping  and  the  President's  live  ap- 
pearance on  Chinese  national  television 
were  both  quite  unusual  and  under- 
scored the  Chinese  appreciation  for  the 
trip. 

The  President  feels  the  visit  was 
successful  in  several  ways.  Both  coun- 
tries underscored  their  desire  to  move 
forward  on  bilateral  issues,  noting  our 
bilateral  trade  level  up  from  $10-14  bil- 
lion, more  Chinese  students  in  the 
United  States,  a  developing  military 
relationship,  and  a  large  and  growing 
science  and  technology  relationship. 
The  President  expects  both  countries 
to  move  forward  in  all  of  these  areas. 


There  are  problems  on  both  sides, 
of  course.  They  are  concerned  about 
Taiwan  and  what  they  consider  to  be 
excessive  U.S.  export  controls.  In  addi- 
tion, we  hope  for  more  progress  in  hu- 
man rights. 

The  President  felt  the  talks  on  in- 
ternational issues  went  very  well,  espe- 
cially the  discussions  on  Cambodia. 
Both  China  and  the  United  States 
agreed  the  liberalization  of  China's  in- 
vestment regulations  is  desirable,  and 
the  Chinese  are  pursuing  this  ap- 
proach. The  Chinese  said  they  had  com- 
pleted a  patent  law  and  are  working  on 
a  new  copyright  law,  both  of  which  are 
necessary  to  protect  intellectual  prop- 
erty rights. 

The  President  and  Mrs.  Bush  also 
shared  a  personal  excitement  about  the 
private  aspects  of  the  trip.  They  were 
especially  moved  by  the  Sunday  morn- 
ing church  service,  the  warmth  of  the 
Chinese  people,  and  the  many  changes 
that  have  been  made  in  Chinese  society 
in  recent  years. 


President  and  Mrs.  Bush  greeted  local  members  of  the  U.S.  Embassy  staff  at  the 
ambassador's  residence. 


Responses  to  Questions 

Submitted  by  Xinhua 

of  China, 
Feb.  16,  19896 

Q.  What  is  the  general  assessment  on 
the  current  world  situation?  Since 
there  exists  a  wide  disagreement  on 
whether  the  process  of  detente  is  irre- 
versible, I  would  like  to  know  your 
views  on  this  question. 

A.  I  am  cautiously  optimistic.  The 
one  constant  in  today's  world  is  change. 
For  the  most  part,  the  direction  of 
change  is  positive  from  the  standpoint  of 
America's  values  and  interests.  Around 
the  globe,  I  see  increased  respect  for 
and  interest  in  democratic  values  of 
openness,  human  dignity,  pluralism,  de- 
mocracy, individual  initiative,  and  entre- 
preneurship.  I  see  a  worldwide  trend 
toward  greater  recognition  of  the  need 
for  cooperative  solutions  to  worldwide 
concerns,  such  as  peaceful  resolution  of 
conflicts,  environmental  issues,  and  en- 
suring global  economic  growth.  Balance 
has  been  restored  in  the  international 
system  by  a  Western  policy  of  strength 
and  realism. 

Important  differences  based  on  fun- 
damental values  and  interests  continue 
to  guide  the  policies  of  nations,  both  to- 
ward their  own  citizens  and  toward  other 
members  of  the  international  community. 
Being  fundamental,  these  differences 
must  not  be  minimized  nor  do  they  lend 
themselves  to  easy  resolution.  In  addi- 
tion, our  world  still  is  a  tumultuous,  dan- 
gerous place.  Just  as  we  appear  to  be 
making  headway  in  reducing  the  threat  of 
nuclear  war  through  the  arms  reduction 
process,  we  must  grapple  with  the  prolif- 
erating dangers  to  civilized  society  from 
terrorism,  the  use  and  spread  of  chemical 
and  biological  weapons,  together  with 
~  sophisticated  delivery  systems,  ballis- 
1  tic  missiles,  and  international  drug 
*  trafficking. 

Yet  I  would  argue  that  the  world  is 
^.significantly  less  turbulent  and  less  dan- 
's gerous  today  than  it  would  otherwise  be, 
I  thanks  to  the  far  sighted  statesmen  in  re- 
|  cent  decades.  China's  leaders  were  some 
k  of  the  first  to  contribute  to  this  effort, 
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and  as  Chief  of  the  U.S.  Liaison  Office  in 
Beijing  in  the  1970s,  I  was  privileged  to 
have  been  part  of  this  historic  process. 
Today  we  find  ever  broader  acceptance  of 
the  proposition  that  in  our  increasingly 
interrelated  world,  national  security 
cannot  be  achieved  through  military 
means  alone.  Moreover,  through  their 
own  experience,  more  and  more  nations 
are  realizing  that  the  freeing  of  market 
forces  and  human  creativity  is  the  true 
basis  for  sustained  prosperity  and  na- 
tional success. 

Nothing  in  this  world  is  irreversible 
from  a  political,  military,  economic,  or 
social  perspective.  That  is  why  Amer- 
ica's foreign  policy  is  grounded  on  values 
that  abide  and  a  realistic  determination 
to  safeguard  our  interests  and  those  of 
our  allies  and  friends. 

Finally  I  would  say  that  any  man 
with  11  grandchildren  is  a  cautious  opti- 
mist by  definition.  He  has  a  big  stake  in 
the  future. 

Q.  With  regard  to  disarmament, 
in  which  area  do  you  think  a  break- 
through will  be  most  feasible — the 
nuclear,  conventional,  or  biochemi- 
cal? And  it  is  widely  reported  here 
that  your  Administration  might  slow 
down  the  SDI  [Strategic  Defense  Ini- 
tiative] program.  If  that  is  the  case, 
doesn't  it  mean  the  U.S. -Soviet  talks 
on  concluding  a  START  [strategic 
arms  reduction  talks]  agreement  will 
be  accelerated?  What  is  the  prospect 
of  an  early  START  agreement? 

A.  The  United  States  is  committed 
to  progress  in  all  aspects  of  arms 
control — nuclear,  conventional,  and  chem- 
ical. Our  goals  include  a  strategic  arms 
agreement  which  will  enhance  strategic 
stability  and  security;  conventional  arms 
reductions  in  Europe  which  will  result  in 
stability  at  lower  levels  of  conventional 
forces;  and  a  comprehensive,  truly  global, 
and  effectively  verifiable  chemical  weap- 
ons ban.  One  cannot  predict  which  arms 
control  negotiations  will  meet  with  the 
earliest  success,  but  I  hope  for  significant 
progress  in  all  fields.  My  Administration 
is  reviewing  the  current  status  of  negotia- 
tions in  each  of  these  areas  even  as  I  visit 
your  country. 


Bilateral 


While  in  China,  the  President  held  a  bilateral  meeting  on  February  26  with 
Prince  Norodom  Sihanouk  of  Cambodia. 


Chemical  weapons  have  been  much 
in  the  news  recently.  Unfortunately,  over 
the  past  decade,  the  world  has  witnessed 
an  accelerated  erosion  of  respect  for  in- 
ternational norms  against  the  use  of 
chemical  weapons.  The  United  States 
seeks  to  reverse  this  trend.  Our  first 
objective  is  the  negotiation  of  a  compre- 
hensive, truly  global,  and  effectively 
verifiable  chemical  weapons  ban.  In  this 
connection,  I  am  proud  to  have  pre- 
sented to  the  Geneva  Conference  on  Dis- 
armament, in  1984,  a  U.S.  draft  treaty 
to  ban  chemical  weapons,  which  remains 
the  basis  of  the  Conference  on  Disarma- 
ment negotiations  for  such  a  ban.  The 
United  States  is  also  working  to  stem  the 
proliferation  of  chemical  weapons  and  to 
restore  respect  for  and  strengthen  the 
norms  against  illegal  chemical  weapons 
use.  The  Paris  conference  on  chemical 
weapons  use,  held  in  January,  was  a 
helpful  step  in  this  regard. 

In  the  conventional  area,  new  nego- 
tiations on  conventional  armed  forces  in 
Europe  will  begin  in  Vienna  in  March. 
At  present,  the  Warsaw  Pact  has  a  more 
than  2-to-l  advantage  in  tanks  and  artil- 


lery over  NATO.  While  I  welcome  the  re- 
cently announced  Soviet  conventional  re- 
ductions as  a  step  in  the  right  direction, 
even  with  these  cuts,  Warsaw  Pact 
forces  will  still  retain  substantial  con- 
ventional superiority  over  NATO.  Re- 
dressing this  military  imbalance  in 
forces  will  be  a  prime  objective  of  NATO 
at  the  upcoming  talks. 

In  the  START  talks,  U.S.  and  So- 
viet negotiations  have  made  solid  pro- 
gress, including  the  development  of  the 
outline  of  an  effective  verification  regi- 
me, an  absolute  necessity  for  a  success- 
ful START  agreement.  While  the 
strategic  arms  reduction  process  will  be 
a  major  focus  of  my  Administration's  re- 
view of  U.S.  arms  control  positions,  the 
United  States  is  committed  to  working 
toward  a  START  agreement  which  will 
improve  strategic  stability  and  reduce 
the  risk  of  war. 

As  to  the  Strategic  Defense  Initia- 
tive, it  is  an  important  program  which  is 
designed  to  contribute  to  stability.  We 
will  continue  our  research  in  this  area  to 
help  us  understand  how  and  when  we 
might  move  in  the  direction  of  a  greater 
reliance  on  defenses. 
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Q.  As  the  two  parts  of  Korea  are 
prepared  to  hold  high-level  talks,  the 
protracted  tensions  on  the  peninsula 
seem  somewhat  relaxed.  Do  you  think 
the  time  is  coming  for  the  United 
States  to  respond  positively  to  the 
DPRK's  [Democratic  People's  Repub- 
lic of  Korea]  demand  for  the  with- 
drawal of  U.S.  troops  from  South 
Korea? 

A.  I  am  encouraged  by  regional 
trends  affecting  Korea,  particularly 
China's  positive  role  in  seeking  reduced 
tensions  on  the  peninsula.  While  the  at- 
mosphere has  improved  somewhat,  hard 
realities  remain.  North  Korea  has  a  very 
large  standing  army  stationed  well  for- 
ward. It  would  be  far  too  optimistic  at 
this  time  to  suggest  that  tensions  have 
been  reduced  to  the  point  where  the  de- 
terrence provided  by  U.S.  forces  in  Ko- 
rea is  no  longer  needed.  At  the  request 
of  the  Republic  of  Korea,  our  forces  are 
in  Korea  to  deter  aggression  from  the 
North.  They  will  remain  as  long  as  the 
Government  and  people  of  South  Korea 
want  us  to  remain  and  as  long  as  we  be- 
lieve it  is  in  the  interest  of  peace  to  keep 
them  there. 

Q.  Thanks  to  the  efforts  made  by 
the  parties  concerned,  some  hot  spots 
in  the  world  are  cooling  off.  As  a  re- 
sult, the  world  public  opinion  is  fo- 
cusing its  attention  on  the  Middle 
East  and  Central  America,  where  the 
United  States  has  remarkable  influ- 
ence. Do  you  intend  to  make  some 
readjustment  to  the  U.S.  policies  to- 
ward these  two  regions  and  more  ac- 
tively make  use  of  your  influence  to 
help  promote  early  and  just  solutions 
to  the  problems  there? 

A.  The  United  States  continues  to 
><'<-k  a  just  solution  to  conflicts  in  Cen- 
tral America,  based  on  democracy,  re- 
spect  for  human  rights,  and  security. 
Id  El  Salvador,  the  popularly  elected 
government  of  President  Duarte  has 
worked,  with  our  support,  to  institu- 
tionalize democracy,  despite  an  orga- 
nized military  assault  by  communist 
forces.  There  has  been  considerable  suc- 
cess  in  curbing  human  rights  abuses 
from  the  far  right  and  within  the  mili- 


tary. We  will  continue  to  support  the 
Government  of  El  Salvador  in  its  efforts. 

In  Nicaragua,  the  Sandinistas  still 
seek  to  consolidate  their  totalitarian 
control  and  regional  hegemony.  The 
press  and  church  remain  harassed.  Polit- 
ical opponents  are  jailed.  And  the  econ- 
omy continues  in  a  downward  spiral 
while  the  Sandinistas  maintain  by  far 
the  largest  army  in  Central  America.  A 
just  peace  can  come  to  Nicaragua  only 
when  the  Sandinistas  negotiate  in  good 
faith  with  the  democratic  resistance 
and  the  civic  opposition  and  cease  to 
threaten  the  neighboring  Central  Amer- 
ican democracies. 

In  Central  America,  the  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment continues  to  support  the  Es- 
quipulas  II  agreement  in  all  of  its 
provisions,  which  include  provisions  call- 
ing for  democratic  freedom  of  the  press; 
labor  rights;  freedom  for  opposition 
groups  to  organize,  hold  meetings,  dem- 
onstrations, etc.  We  believe  that  all  the 
commitments,  including  those  to  democ- 
racy, must  be  complied  with  if  there  is  to 
be  lasting  peace  in  the  region.  In  verify- 
ing compliance  with  all  the  principles  of 
Esquipulas  II,  there  also  needs  to  be  an 
enforcement  mechanism  to  promote  ad- 
herence to  its  provisions,  particularly 
concerning  democracy  and  cessation  of 
support  for  subversive  groups  in  the  re- 
gion. In  this  regard,  economic  aid  to 
Nicaragua  should  be  conditioned  on  ac- 
tual performance,  not  just  on  words  but 
deeds. 

The  Arab-Israeli  conflict  is  among 
the  most  difficult  of  regional  conflicts. 
The  United  States  has  long  been  com- 
mitted to  a  just  settlement  of  this  dis- 
pute based  on  the  principles  embodied  in 
UN  Security  Council  Resolutions  242 
and  338.  Our  commitment  to  a  negoti- 
ated settlement  will  not  waver;  we  will 
continue  to  work  closely  with  the  parties 
to  forge  a  common  basis  that  will  facili- 
tate negotiations  among  them  and  a  du- 
rable settlement. 

There  are  also  a  number  of  difficult 
and  dangerous  problems  in  the  Middle 
East.  We  must  find  a  way  to  deal  with 
the  missile  proliferation,  chemical  and 
biological  weapons,  the  conventional 
arms  race,  as  well  as  other  conflicts, 


such  as  Lebanon  and  the  gulf.  These  are 
problems  in  which  the  international  com- 
munity can  play  a  leading  role. 

Q.  Your  country  is  still  playing  a 
leading  role  in  the  fields  of  economy 
and  technology,  but  the  challenges 
from  Japan  and  Western  Europe  are 
getting  serious.  How  do  you  evaluate 
the  challenges,  and  what  would  you 
do  to  handle  them  during  your 
tenure? 

A.  The  Japanese  and  European 
economies  are,  indeed,  growing  strongly, 
as  are  the  newly  industrialized  econ- 
omies which  follow  free-market  prac- 
tices. We  regard  this  growth  as  a  highly 
positive  development.  It  has  been  a  pri- 
ority of  our  foreign  policy  since  World 
War  II  to  encourage  the  economic  devel- 
opment of  friendly  countries.  We  take 
some  justified  satisfaction,  I  think,  in 
the  current  success  of  free  and  open 
world  trading  and  financial  systems.  The 
vigorous  competition  in  world  markets 
has  been,  and  will  continue  to  be,  a  driv- 
ing force  for  the  improvement  of  world 
living  standards.  By  keeping  world  mar- 
kets open,  we  will  reward  those  entre- 
preneurs and  managers  and  workers 
who  can  adapt  most  quickly  to  changing 
markets.  I  have  every  confidence  in 
American  business  and  American  labor. 
They  will  handle  the  challenges,  and  we 
expect  to  continue  to  be  the  world's  lead- 
ing economy. 

Q.  What  do  you  think  should  be 
and  could  be  done  to  make  the  cur- 
rent Sino-U.S.  relationship,  which  is 
healthy,  even  better  and  more  solid? 

A.  First  let  me  say  that  I  certainly 
agree  that  the  current  state  of  our  rela- 
tionship is  healthy.  Both  countries  have 
come  so  far  since  my  stay  in  China  13 
years  ago.  We  now  cooperate  in  many 
areas — political,  economic,  scientific, 
cultural,  educational,  and  military.  U.S.- 
China trade  is  booming,  and  U.S.  com- 
panies are  making  a  strong  and  growing 
contribution  in  China.  Thousands  of  Chi- 
nese and  American  students  and  pro- 
fessors are  involved  in  educational 
exchanges  with  some  of  the  finest  insti- 
tutes and  universities  in  both  our  coun- 
tries. American  tourists  are  visiting- 
China  by  the  hundreds  of  thousands. 
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And  perhaps  most  importantly,  our  two 
governments  maintain  a  serious  and  co- 
operative dialogue  on  a  wide  range  of  bi- 
lateral and  international  issues,  finding 
that  we  have  many  interests  in  common. 

To  improve  relations  further  and 
make  them  more  solid,  I  think  we  should 
build  on  what  we  have  already  accom- 
plished. We  need  to  keep  up  the  dialogue 
between  our  two  governments  on  politi- 
cal issues  of  mutual  concern:  global 
peace,  regional  conflicts  in  Asia  and 
elsewhere,  arms  control,  how  to  combat 
the  scourges  of  terrorism  and  drugs,  and 
the  multiple  threats  to  the  global  envi- 
ronment. We  see  eye-to-eye  on  many  of 
these.  We  also  need  to  encourage  more 
people-to-people  contacts,  which  have 
grown  so  dramatically  in  the  last  de- 
cade. These  promote  understanding  and 
trust. 

We  should  also  seek  to  expand  our 
economic  relationship.  The  opportunities 
for  trade  and  investment  between  our 
countries  are  enormous.  We  have  to  find 
ways  of  taking  advantage  of  them.  To  do 
this  will  require  efforts  on  both  sides. 
Continued  steps  by  China  to  make  its 
trade  practices  compatible  with  those  of 
its  major  trading  partners  and  remove 
barriers  to  trade  and  investment  are  im- 
portant if  China  is  to  expand  commerce 
and  attract  capital  for  its  modernization. 
For  example,  improvements  in  intellec- 
tual property  protection,  a  less  regu- 
lated trading  system,  and  more  effective 
legal  protections  for  investors  could  have 
a  very  favorable  effect.  The  United 
States,  for  its  part,  must  keep  its  mar- 
kets open  to  Chinese  exports  and  con- 
tinue to  give  China  access  to  advanced 
technology  needed  for  modernization. 

Science  and  technology  cooperation 
should  also  expand.  We  have  developed  a 
unique  relationship  in  this  field.  Cooper- 
ation involves  some  of  our  best  scientists 
and  most  advanced  technical  facilities 
and  covers  a  wide  range  of  important  en- 
deavors in  such  fields  as  fusion  energy, 
public  health,  and  the  environment.  Both 
countries  have  a  lot  to  gain  from  these 
joint  activities. 


Cultural  and  educational  exchanges 
in  other  fields  should  grow  as  well.  A 
good  example  of  successful  bilateral  co- 
operation in  education  is  the  Manage- 
ment Training  Center  at  Dalian.  Since 
the  U.S.  and  Chinese  Governments  es- 
tablished the  center  in  1980,  with  the 
help  of  U.S.  corporations  and  univer- 
sities, it  has  produced  over  2,300  gradu- 
ates trained  in  modern  business  and 
management  practices.  The  Dalian  cen- 
ter has  become  a  model  for  other  man- 
agement centers  in  China.  It  can  also 
serve  as  a  model  for  bilateral  cooperation 
in  other  fields. 

In  addition  to  the  positive  develop- 
ments in  our  political  and  economic  rela- 
tions, I  think  it  is  especially  noteworthy 
that  friendly  cooperation  is  also  taking 
place  between  our  defense  forces.  We 
are  looking  forward  to  continuing  and 
expanding  these  activities  in  the  future. 

The  United  States  recognizes  that 
Taiwan  is  an  important  issue  for  the  Chi- 
nese Government  and  people.  We  are 
pleased  to  see  that  the  growing  oppor- 
tunities for  trade  and  travel  between 
both  sides  of  the  Taiwan  Strait  have  con- 
tributed to  a  climate  of  relaxed  tensions 
and  hope  these  trends  will  continue.  The 
United  States  is  committed  to  abide  by 
the  three  communiques  of  1972,  1979, 
and  1982,  which  provide  a  firm  basis  for 
the  further  development  of  our  relations. 

One  final  point  on  building  relations 
for  the  future:  When  differences  arise 
between  us,  as  they  inevitably  will,  we 
need  to  continue  to  approach  them  in  a 
constructive  spirit.  If  we  do,  I  think  we 
will  build  a  strong  foundation  for  bilat- 
eral ties  and  see  expanding  cooperation 
in  new  fields  that  will  benefit  both  our 
peoples. 


SEOUL 


Remarks  Following 

Meeting  With 

President  Roh, 
Feb.  27, 19897 

President  Roh  and  I  had  very  useful, 
wide-ranging  discussions.  We  reviewed 
the  political  situation  in  this  part  of  the 
world.  I  told  him  about  my  China  visit, 
and  we  had  a  chance  to  review  our  rela- 
tions with  the  Soviet  Union  as  well.  We 
are  both  pleased  by  trends  toward  re- 
laxations of  tension  in  this  part  of  the 
world.  President  Roh's  nordpolitik — 
reaching  out  to  China,  the  Soviets,  and 
Eastern  Europe — and  his  initiatives 
toward  North  Korea  contributed  impor- 
tantly to  these  trends. 

The  United  States  fully  supports 
Korea's  creative  diplomacy.  Despite 
such  positive  policies,  some  hard  real- 
ities remain.  Among  these  is  that  Nor- 
th Korea  maintains  the  world's  fifth 
largest  military  force,  a  force  deployed 
just  25  miles  north  of  here.  The  United 
States  remains  committed  to  the  secu- 
rity and  freedom  of  the  Republic  of  Ko- 
rea. And  I  had  an  opportunity  to  make 
that  point  very  clearly  to  President 
Roh.  Perhaps  some  of  the  confidence- 
building  measures  that  we've  pro- 
posed, measures  that  have  worked  well 
in  Europe,  will  also  be  applied  to  the 
Korean  Peninsula. 

Besides  the  diplomatic  and  secu- 
rity issues,  we  discussed  ways  to 
strengthen  the  free  world  economic 
system.  We  had  a  frank  discussion  of 
economic  problems — Korea  being  a 
very  important  trading  partner  with 
the  United  States.  Korea  has  benefited 
from  U.S.  open  markets,  and  I  think 
we  both  agree  we  need  to  move  as 
quickly  as  possible  to  fully  open  mar- 
kets. We  must  expect  fair  access  to  the 
markets  here.  And  I  believe  that  Presi- 
dent Roh  understands  that. 

But  all  in  all,  the  trip  has 
been  too  short.  The  hospitality  has 
been  wonderful.  And  inasmuch  as  I  do 
not  want  to  make  the  [National]  Assem- 
bly mad — the  elected  leaders  in  the 
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The  President  of  the  Republic  of  Korea,  Roh  Tae  Woo,  and  his  wife,  Kim  Ok  Sook,  met 
with  President  and  Mrs.  Bush  at  the  Blue  House,  the  official  residence  of  Korea's 
President. 


various  parties  that  represent  Korea's 
democracy — we  should  go. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  President,  very 
much  for  an  unforgettable  visit. 


Address  Before 

the  National  Assembly, 
Feb.  27,  19895 


I  stand  in  your  assembly  as  Presidents 
Eisenhower,  Johnson,  and  Reagan  have 
stood  before  me,  and  I  reaffirm,  as 
they  did,  America's  support,  friend- 
ship, and  respect  for  the  Republic  of 
Korea  and  its  people.  As  a  former  mem- 
ber of  a  body  like  this — of  the  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States — 
I  take  particular  pleasure  in  coming 
back  to  t  his  legislative  chamber  where 
the  freely  elected  representatives  of 
Korea's  own  democratic  success  story 
meet  to  debate  and  implement  the  will 
of  the  Korean  people.  I  know  there 
must  bo  limes  when  this  body — just 


like  the  U.S.  Congress — is  full  of  noise 
and  contention  and  emotion.  But  that  is 
the  sound  of  democracy  at  work,  and  we 
wouldn't  have  it  any  other  way.  As  the 
great  statesman  Winston  Churchill 
once  said,  "Democracy  is  the  worst 
form  of  government,  except  for  all 
others." 

This  is  my  first  major  address  on 
foreign  soil  since  becoming  the  41st 
President  of  the  United  States  of 
America.  And  my  visit  here  today  re- 
flects the  importance  that  I  place  on 
the  relations  between  our  two  coun- 
tries, the  strength  of  our  nations'  ties, 
and  the  promise  that  our  relationship 
holds  for  the  future  of  the  world. 

My  inauguration  as  President  a 
month  ago  represented  a  tradition  in 
the  United  States  that  speaks  of  both 
continuity  and  change.  Continuity  and 
change  will  also  be  the  guideposts  of 
relations  between  the  United  States 
and  Korea  in  the  years  ahead.  Where 
change  is  needed  or  inevitable,  let  us 
be  a  positive  force  for  change.  Where 
continuity  is  our  mandate,  let  us  go  for- 


ward resolute  in  our  commitment  to 
freedom  and  democracy.  Throughout, 
let  our  close  economic  and  strategic 
relationship  remain  as  it  is — a  pillar 
of  peace  in  East  Asia. 

I  first  came  to  the  Asian  Pacific 
region  during  World  War  II,  more 
than  45  years  ago.  I  was  a  teenager — 
19  years  old.  I  was  flying  torpedo 
bombers  in  the  U.S.  Navy.  And  it  was 
then,  for  the  first  time  in  my  life,  that 
I  truly  appreciated  the  value  of  free- 
dom and  the  price  that  we  pay  to  keep 
it.  Believe  me,  I  have  never  forgotten. 

In  the  early  years  following  World 
War  II,  the  future  of  Korea,  and  of  all 
Asia,  was  very  much  in  doubt.  It  was  a 
time  of  great  struggle  between  Korea's 
hope  for  freedom,  Korea's  hope  for 
prosperity,  and  the  twin  menaces  of 
war  and  invasion.  On  a  June  morning  in 

1950,  the  communist  army  of  the  North 
smashed  into  the  Republic  of  Korea,  in- 
tent on  destroying  your  nation.  And 
without  hesitation  or  delay,  American 
and  UN  forces  rushed  to  your  aid,  and 
together  Americans  and  Koreans 
fought  side  by  side  for  your  right  to  de- 
termine your  own  future. 

And  I  do  remember  the  devastation 
of  your  country.  Your  cities  lay  in  rub- 
ble. Your  factories  were  in  shambles. 
Millions  of  your  people  wandered  the 
streets  homeless  and  hungry.  And  in 

1951,  in  the  midst  of  the  war,  Gen. 
Douglas  MacArthur  addressed  a  joint 
session  of  our  Congress;  he  spoke  of 
Korea,  saying — here's  his  quote — "The 
magnificence  of  the  courage  and  forti- 
tude of  the  Korean  people  defies  de- 
scription." And  as  he  spoke  those 
words,  our  Congress  interrupted  him 
with  applause — sustained  applause — for 
you  and  your  people.  And  after  the 
war,  you  overcame  every  imaginable 
hardship. 

History  will  long  record  your  sto- 
ry; how  in  less  than  a  generation 
you  stepped  into  the  light  of  liberty 
and  economic  opportunity.  You  can 
be  proud  of  the  miracle  that  you've 
achieved,  and  we  are  proud  to  be 
associated  with  you. 
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Korea:  A  Rising  Nation 

Today,  Korea  is  a  rising  nation;  a  vi- 
brant, dynamic  nation;  a  nation  riding 
the  crest  of  the  wave  of  the  future. 
And  never  before  has  the  pride  and  the 
progress  of  your  nation  been  more  evi- 
dent than  last  summer,  when  this  mag- 
nificent city  played  host  to  the  24th 
Olympic  Games.  Nearly  10,000  athletes 
from  160  nations  were  here.  Another  3 
billion  people  watched  on  television. 
And  what  they  saw,  from  the  moment 
Sohn  Ki  Keung  carried  the  torch  into 
your  Olympic  stadium  until  the  last  em- 
bers of  the  Olympic  flames  were  extin- 
guished at  the  closing  ceremonies,  was 
an  incredibly  spectacular  sports  festi- 
val. You  played  host  to  the  world,  and 
what  a  truly  gracious  host  you  were. 
Congratulations. 

The  past  several  years  have 
witnessed  the  emergence  of  the 
entire  Asian  Pacific  region.  My  trip — 
beginning  in  Japan,  stopping  in  China, 
and  concluding  here  in  Korea — stands 
as  testimony  to  the  reality  and  what  it 
means  to  the  future  of  the  world.  Today 
Asia  is  one  of  the  most  dynamic  areas 
on  earth  economically,  politically,  and 
diplomatically.  And  the  Republic  of  Ko- 
rea stands  at  the  fore.  You're  a  world- 
class  economic  power.  Your  commit- 
ment to  democracy  is  demonstrated 
daily  right  here  in  this  chamber.  And 
your  bold  diplomacy,  your  nordpolitik 
[policy  of  relaxing  tensions  toward  Nor- 
th Korea,  China,  the  Soviet  Union,  and 
Eastern  Europe]  is  reshaping  relations 
in  and  beyond  the  Asian  Pacific  region. 

Maintaining  Freedom  and  Democracy 

In  my  meetings  with  Prime  Minister 
Takeshita  of  Japan,  China's  Deng 
Xiaoping  and  the  three  other  top  lead- 
ers, and  with  you  and  your  leaders,  I've 
discussed  challenging  bilateral  global 
and  regional  issues,  and  our  discus- 
sions have  been  marked  at  all  times  by 
a  spirit  of  friendship  and  cooperation. 
I've  come  here  today  as  the  leader  of  a 
faithful  friend  and  a  dependable  ally. 
And  I'm  here  today  to  ensure  that  we 


President  Bush  addressed  the  National  Assembly  during  his  visit  to  South  Korea. 
Behind  the  President  is  Kim  Jai  Son,  the  speaker  of  the  assembly. 


work  together  in  all  things.  Our  most 
important  mission  together  is  to  main- 
tain the  freedom  and  democracy  that 
you  fought  so  hard  to  win.  As  Presi- 
dent, I  am  committed  to  maintaining 
American  forces  in  Korea,  and  I  am 
committed  to  support  our  mutual  de- 
fense treaty. 

There  are  no  plans  to  reduce  U.S. 
forces  in  Korea.  Our  soldiers  and  air- 
men are  here  at  the  request  of  the  Re- 
public of  Korea  to  deter  aggression 
from  the  North,  and  their  presence 
contributes  to  the  peace  and  stability 
of  Northeast  Asia.  They  will  remain  in 
the  Republic  of  Korea  as  long  as  they 
are  needed  and  as  long  as  we  believe  it 
is  in  the  interest  of  peace  to  keep  them 
there. 


In  the  years  ahead,  we  must  work 
together  as  equal  partners  to  meet  the 
evolving  security  needs  of  the  Korean 
Peninsula.  Peace  through  strength  is  a 
policy  that  has  served  the  security  in- 
terests of  our  two  nations  well,  and  we 
must  complement  deterrence  with  an 
active  diplomacy  in  search  of  dialogue 
with  our  adversaries,  including  North 
Korea.  The  American  people  share 
your  goal  of  peaceful  unification  on 
terms  acceptable  to  the  Korean  people. 
It  is  for  that  reason  that  we  actively 
support  the  peaceful  initiatives  of 
President  Roh — to  build  bridges  to  the 
north — and  I  will  work  closely  with  the 
President  to  coordinate  our  efforts 
to  draw  the  North  toward  practical, 
peaceful,  and  productive  dialogue  to 
ensure  that  our  policies  are  comple- 
mentary and  mutually  reinforcing. 
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I  have  spoken  of  the  need  for  vig- 
ilance, strength,  and  diplomacy  to  de- 
ter aggression  and  preserve  peace. 
There  is  another  source  of  strength, 
and  it  is  well  represented  in  this  as- 
sembly. The  development  of  democratic 
political  institutions  is  the  surest 
means  to  build  the  national  consensus 
that  is  the  foundation  of  true  security; 
just  as  we  must  work  together  to 
achieve  better  security  within  a  demo- 
cratic framework,  we  must  also  work 
together  to  achieve  greater  economic 
prosperity  within  the  system  of  free 
and  open  international  trade. 

Progress  of  the  Korean  Economy 

The  progress  of  the  Korean  economy  is 
an  inspiration  for  developing  countries 
throughout  the  world.  By  unleashing 
the  energies  and  creativity  of  your  tal- 
ented people,  you've  led  Korea  into  an 
era  of  unprecedented  opportunity  and 
prosperity.  Korea  has  become  an  indus- 
trial power,  a  major  trading  power,  and 
a  first-class  competitor.  You're  fulfill- 
ing the  prophecy  of  the  Indian  poet 
[Rabindranath]  Tagore  who  wrote, 
"Korea,  once  a  bright  light  of  the 
golden  age  of  Asia,  if  it  is  relit  it  will 
be  the  light  of  the  East."  Korea  has 
achieved  great  prosperity  through  par- 
ticipation in  the  international  trading 
system.  It  has  made  the  nations  of  free 
Asia  the  envy  of  the  world,  and  all  Ko- 
reans can  take  pride  in  what  you  as  a 
people  have  achieved. 

And  yet,  we  also  cannot  overlook 
that  your  economic  success  has  created 
concern  in  the  management  of  our  bi- 
lateral economic  relations.  For  the 
American  people,  and  for  the  Korean 
people  as  well,  reducing  our  bilateral 
trade  imbalance  will  be  both  a  chal- 
lenge and  an  opportunity.  The  chal- 
lenge will  be  to  resist  the  calls  for 
protectionism.  The  opportunity  will  be 
to  expand  the  prosperity  of  both  our 
countries.  And  we  both — you  and  I — 
have  a  lot  at  stake.  You  are  our  seventh 


largest  trading  partner — larger  than 
many  of  our  traditional  European 
partners — and  our  trade  is  growing. 
The  United  States  is  both  Korea's  larg- 
est market  and  second  largest  source  of 
import.  And  we're  also  a  leading  source 
of  the  investment  and  technology  that 
you  will  need  to  fuel  further  economic 
growth  and  development. 

Korea's  economy  has  benefited 
greatly  from  the  free  flow  of  trade. 
And  yet  today,  in  many  countries, 
there  is  a  call  for  greater  protection- 
ism. And  I'm  asking  you  to  join  the 
United  States  in  rejecting  these  short- 
sighted pleas.  Protectionism  is  fool's 
gold.  Protectionism  may  seem  to  be  the 
easy  way  out,  but  it  is  really  the  quick- 
est way  down.  And  nothing  will  stop 
the  engine  of  Korea's  economic  growth 
faster  than  new  barriers  to  interna- 
tional trade. 

We've  made  progress  in  this  area. 
American  exports  to  Korea  are  up.  Ko- 
rean tariffs  are  down,  and  its  nontariff 
barriers  are  down,  too.  And  the  service 
sector  is  opening.  But  let  me  be  candid, 
and  I  want  you  to  have  this  direct  from 
me:  if  we  are  to  keep  our  bilateral  rela- 
tionship growing  even  stronger,  much 
more  needs  to  be  done.  And  I  am  confi- 
dent that  our  two  nations,  working  to- 
gether, can  accomplish  the  tasks  still 
before  us. 

As  one  of  the  world's  major  trading 
powers,  the  Republic  of  Korea  sets 
an  example  for  other  nations  which  are 
watching  what  you  do.  As  an  emerging- 
economic  leader,  you  inevitably  shoul- 
der important  responsibilities  to 
ensure  the  continued  strength  and  sta- 
bility of  the  global  marketplace.  You, 
the  representatives  of  the  Korean  peo- 
ple, will  face  the  challenge  to  improve 
living  standards,  to  continue  to  open 
domestic  markets,  and  to  adopt  appro- 
priate international  financial  and  ex- 
change rate  policies  that  reflect  your 
standing  as  a  prosperous  and  powerful 
trading  nation. 


The  United  States  shares  similar 
responsibilities  for  the  well-being  of 
the  world  economy.  Our  two  peoples 
should,  at  all  times,  bear  in  mind  that 
our  trading  system  is  truly  an  interna- 
tional joint  venture,  and  that  we  share 
a  special  responsibility  for  its  contin- 
ued success. 

Renewing  the  U.S.  Commitment 
to  Peace 

My  friends — and  we  are  truly  friends — 
I  began  today  by  talking  about  my  inau- 
guration as  the  new  President  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  just  a  few 
short  weeks  ago.  The  tradition  of  pass- 
ing the  torch  of  leadership  from  one 
American  president  to  another  is  a 
time  when  we  celebrate  the  strength 
of  our  democracy  and  a  time  when  we 
renew  our  commitment  to  the  values 
on  which  it  is  built. 

Today,  I  am  renewing  my  commit- 
ment to  you  as  the  leader  of  one  sover- 
eign state  to  the  elected  legislative 
body  of  another.  I  am  renewing  my 
commitment  to  you  to  work  together 
for  the  good  of  our  peoples  and  of  all 
humanity.  And  as  I  reflect  over  the  last 
40  years  of  Asian  history,  the  trend  is 
remarkably  positive.  At  the  end  of  the 
Second  World  War,  Asia  lay  in  ruins. 
Through  the  1950s  and  the  1960s,  the 
forces  of  radical  revolution  at  times  ap- 
peared to  be  the  wave  of  the  future. 
And  now,  in  the  1980s,  human  aspira- 
tions for  basic  political  and  economic 
freedoms  have  become  almost  univer- 
sal. And  as  we  gather  here  in  your  Na- 
tional Assembly,  these  aspirations  are 
no  longer  a  far  off  dream  for  your  great 
country— for  Korea.  Instead,  through 
your  devotion  and  hard  work,  they  have 
become  a  reality.  And  we  celebrate 
your  triumph.  In  the  years  ahead,  the 
United  States  will  stand  with  you,  and 
we'll  stand  with  you  against  the  forces 
of  oppression  and  for  the  forces  of 
peace,  prosperity,  independence, 
and  democracy. 
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Responses  to  Questions 

Submitted  by  the 

Yonhap  News  Agency 

of  South  Korea, 
Feb.  16,  19896 

Q.  Would  you  tell  me  your  views  on 
South  Korean  efforts  to  increase  eco- 
nomic cooperation  and  political  rela- 
tions with  socialist  countries? 

A.  I  support  these  efforts.  Presi- 
dent Roh's  opening  to  the  Soviet  Union, 
Eastern  Europe,  and  China  is  aimed  at 
fostering  world  peace  and  understand- 
ing. Today  almost  every  country  recog- 
nizes South  Korea's  great  economic 
importance.  I  am  sure  more  countries  in 
time  will  move  from  economic  ties  to  full 
political  and  diplomatic  ties  with  the  Re- 
public of  Korea. 

Q.  In  his  address  before  the  UN 
General  Assembly  in  October  last 
year,  President  Roh  proposed  a  six- 
party  conference,  calling  for  South 
and  North  Korea,  the  United  States, 
Japan,  China,  and  the  Soviet  Union  to 
discuss  a  peaceful  reunification  of 
the  divided  Korean  Peninsula.  What 
is  the  U.S.  position  on  the  proposal? 

A.  President  Roh's  six-party  confer- 
ence idea  is  an  imaginative  forward- 
looking  proposal.  It  is  another  example 
of  the  Republic  of  Korea  Government's 
new  approach  of  reconciliation  and  ac- 
commodation in  dealing  with  peninsular 
political  and  security  problems.  Obvi- 
ously such  a  conference  would  require 
careful  preparation  and  a  cooperative  at- 
titude by  all  participants. 

Q.  While  seeking  improved  rela- 
tions with  China  and  the  Soviet 
Union,  the  South  Korean  Government 
has  asked  the  United  States  to  open 
its  doors  to  the  isolationist  North  Ko- 
rea, hoping  that  exchanges  between 
Washington  and  Pyongyang  will  con- 
tribute to  reduction  of  tension  on  the 
Korean  Peninsula.  Have  you  seen  any 
fruits  of  progress  in  U.S.  efforts  to 
help  North  Korea  to  get  rid  of  its  iso- 
lationist policy? 


A.  We  have  long  supported  North- 
South  dialogue  as  the  key  to  peace  and 
reunification  of  the  peninsula.  President 
Roh's  initiatives  to  that  purpose  in  July 
1988  and  in  his  October  speech  at  the 
United  Nations  were  most  welcome.  In 
the  spirit  of  these  measures,  the  United 
States  announced  last  October  31  some 
new  steps  to  encourage  private  aca- 
demic, cultural,  and  other  nongovern- 
mental exchanges  with  North  Korea.  We 
also  authorized  the  export  of  human- 
itarian goods  to  North  Korea  and  again 
authorized  substantive  exchanges  bet- 
ween our  diplomats  in  neutral  settings. 
Since  then  the  United  States  and  North 
Korea  have  had  substantive  contacts  in 
Beijing  on  December  6  and  January  24. 
There  has  been  greater  academic  ex- 
change between  the  United  States  and 
North  Korea  as  well.  Several  American 
universities  plan  to  host  North  Korean 
scholars  this  year.  I  do  not  know  how  far 
these  academic  and  diplomatic  contacts 
will  go,  but  they  are  useful  first  steps. 

Q.  Radical  Korean  students  with 
anti-American  sentiment  are  demand- 
ing the  withdrawal  of  U.S.  troops 
from  South  Korea.  At  the  same  time, 
I  know  that  there  are  some  American 
experts  on  Northeast  Asian  affairs 
who  speak  of  a  symbolic  or  gradual 
reduction  of  the  troops.  Do  you  envi- 
sion any  possibility  of  the  troop  with- 
drawal in  the  near  future  in  light  of 
the  security  situation  on  the  Korean 
Peninsula? 

A.  There  are  no  plans  to  reduce 
U.S.  forces  in  Korea.  Our  soldiers,  sail- 
ors, airmen,  and  marines  are  there  at 
the  request  of  the  Republic  of  Korea  to 
deter  aggression  from  the  North,  and 
their  presence  contributes  to  the  peace 
and  stability  of  Northeast  Asia.  They 
will  remain  in  the  Republic  of  Korea  as 
long  as  the  Government  and  the  people  of 
South  Korea  want  us  to  remain  and  as 
long  as  we  believe  it  is  in  the  interest  of 
peace  to  keep  them  there.  Our  two  gov- 
ernments periodically  review  the  appro- 
priate strength  and  composition  of  U.S. 
forces  stationed  in  Korea  under  our  mu- 
tual defense  treaty  obligations. 


Q.  The  United  States  has  contin- 
ued to  ask  South  Korea  to  open  its 
markets  fully  for  more  U.S.  exports. 
The  Korean  people  have  an  under- 
standing of  U.S.  efforts  to  reduce  its 
large  trade  deficits,  but  they  think 
that  current  U.S.  pressure  is  exces- 
sive. I  would  like  to  hear  your  views 
on  trade  friction  existing  between  the 
two  countries. 

A.  Korea  has  enjoyed  very  open  ac- 
cess to  the  American  market,  especially 
in  cars,  consumer  electronics,  and  ma- 
chinery. This  has  been  crucial  to  Korea's 
achievement  of  the  world's  highest  eco- 
nomic growth  rate  during  the  last  3 
years.  We  seek  access  to  all  world  mar- 
kets. A  free  market  enhances  a  coun- 
try's standard  of  living.  Consumers 
benefit  from  lower  prices  and  a  wider  va- 
riety of  goods  and  services.  The  United 
States  and  Korea  have  prospered  to- 
gether on  the  strength  of  a  free  world 
trading  system.  I  believe  it  is  in  Korea's 
self-interest  to  work  to  preserve  this 
system.  Therefore,  I  do  not  see  U.S. 
market-opening  efforts  in  Korea  or  else- 
where as  excessive. 

Q.  Your  visit  to  Beijing  will  be 
followed  by  the  visit  by  Soviet  leader 
Mikhail  Gorbachev,  which  is  expected 
in  April  or  May  for  the  first  Sino- 
Soviet  summit  talks  in  three  decades. 
Do  you  have  any  special  reasons  for 
your  decision  to  go  to  China  after  at- 
tending the  funeral  of  the  late  Japa- 
nese Emperor?  Do  your  discussions 
with  Chinese  leaders  include  the 
problem  of  the  Korean  Peninsula? 

A.  Having  represented  my  country 
in  China,  I  have  fond  memories  and  close 
ties  there.  Barbara  and  I  are  looking  for- 
ward in  a  very  personal  way  to  going- 
back  to  Beijing.  We  also  have  important 
matters  to  discuss  with  the  Chinese  lead- 
ers. I  am  sure  our  talks  will  touch  on  is- 
sues affecting  the  Korean  Peninsula. 
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ANDREWS  AIR  FORCE  BASE 


Arrival  Remarks, 
Feb.  27,  19895 

Let  me  just  say  that  it's  great  to  be 
back  home  again  at  the  conclusion  of  a 
productive  and  rewarding  trip  to  Ja- 
pan, China,  and  Korea,  a  trip  which  un- 
derscored that  America  is  and  will 
remain  a  Pacific  power. 

There  were  important  symbols.  I'll 
never  forget  that  solemn  moment  when 
we  paid  our  nation's  respect  to  the  late 
Emperor  of  Japan;  the  warm  and  genu- 
ine handshakes  between  old  friends  in 
Beijing's  Great  Hall  of  the  People;  and 
the  opportunity  for  the  freely  elected 
leader  of  a  200-year-old  nation  to  ad- 
dress the  freely  elected  legislature  of  a 
blossoming  democracy,  Korea. 

But  we  laid  out  an  important  sub- 
stantive course:  thoughtful  and  candid 
conversations  with  world  leaders,  over 
20  of  them,  leaders  from  Asia — China, 
Japan,  Korea,  Thailand,  Singapore,  In- 
dia, Pakistan,  and  the  Philippines — and 
our  allies  from  Europe — France,  Bel- 
gium, Italy,  Portugal,  Turkey,  Ger- 
many, and  Spain — and  leaders  from 
the  Middle  East — Egypt,  Israel,  and 
Jordan — and  the  Presidents  of  Brazil, 
Nigeria,  and  Zaire. 

I  return  tonight  pleased  with  the 
progress  made  toward  lasting  and  mu- 
tually beneficial  relationships  with  our 
allies  and  friends.  Of  course,  differ- 
ences remain.  Work  is  yet  to  be  done: 
opening  foreign  markets  to  U.S.  com- 
petition, continuing  to  encourage  the 
growth  of  democracy  and  human 
rights,  and  strengthening  of  our  alli- 
ances. But  common  ground  was  found. 

In  Japan  we  have  our  most  impor- 
tant Asian  ally  and  one  of  our  largest 
trading  partners.  Our  discussions 
there  emphasized  the  responsibilities 
we  share  in  the  field  of  defense.  But  we 


also  spoke  of  ways  in  which  the  world's 
strongest  and  most  innovative  econ- 
omies can  cooperate  more  closely  to 
fuel  growth  not  only  at  home  but  also  in 
the  developing  world. 

In  China  I  talked  with  the  leaders 
that  I'd  known  nearly  15  years  ago, 
when  I  served  as  Chief  of  the  U.S.  Liai- 
son Office.  It  is  clear  from  my  trip  that 
China  approaches  its  thaw  with  the  So- 
viets with  caution  and  realism.  We 
agreed  that  the  Soviets  must  be  judged 
not  by  their  rhetoric  but  by  their  ac- 
tions, such  as  whether  the  Soviet  Union 
actually  draws  down  its  military  forces 
along  China's  border  and  persists  in  en- 
couraging Vietnam  to  completely  with- 
draw from  Cambodia.  We  also  agreed 
that  after  Cambodia  has  achieved  a 
genuine  end  to  Vietnam's  occupation, 
free  elections  should  be  held  under  a 
coalition  government  led  by  Prince 
Sihanouk,  with  whom  I  met  in  Beijing. 
The  United  States  remains  committed 
to  a  result  that  precludes  a  return  to 
power  by  the  Khmer  Rouge.  The  Chi- 
nese leaders  appreciate  our  concern 
and  are  willing  to  work  toward  a  peace- 
ful coalition. 

On  the  final  leg  of  my  journey,  I 
went  to  Korea,  where  I  saw  both  de- 
mocracy and  economic  liberty  work  in  a 
country  whose  security  is  assured  by 
our  joint  efforts  in  vigilance.  Thirty 
years  ago,  such  progress  was  unim- 
aginable, and  it  stands  as  a  testament 
to  the  Korean  people  and  our  commit- 
ment to  them. 

From  these  4  days  of  intensive  dis- 
cussions, I  return  with  one  especially 
vivid  impression:  The  world  looks  to 
America  for  leadership  not  just  because 
we're  militarily  strong,  not  just  be- 
cause we  have  the  world's  largest  econ- 
omy, but  because  the  ideas  we  have 
championed  are  now  dominant.  Free- 
dom and  democracy,  openness,  and  the 
prosperity  that  derives  from  individual 
initiatives  in  the  free  marketplace — 
these  ideas  once  thought  to  be  strictly 
American — have  now  become  the  goals 
of  mankind  all  over  Asia. 


The  success  of  our  nation's  foreign 
policy  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Presi- 
dent, with  the  counsel  and  support  of 
the  Congress.  This  important  trip  has 
only  underscored  for  me  what  can  be 
achieved  through  a  strong  and  biparti- 
san working  relationship  between  the 
White  House  and  Congress.  I'm  anx- 
ious to  sit  down  with  congressional 
leadership  to  brief  them  on  details  of 
these  critical  visits,  and  together  we 
must  ensure  that  this  initial  success  is 
only  a  first  step  down  a  long  path  of 
peace  and  understanding  with  our 
friends  and  allies.  If  common  ground 
can  be  found  halfway  around  the  world 
in  the  shadow  of  Mt.  Fuji,  the  historic 
Great  Hall  of  the  People,  or  the  garden 
of  Korea's  Blue  House,  surely  it  can  be 
found  at  home  among  men  and  women 
of  common  purpose.  We  must  respect 
each  other  and  join  together  as  one  in 
pursuing  a  foreign  policy  that  ensures 
the  security  of  our  country,  its  economic 
opportunity,  and  freedom  and  individ- 
ual rights  around  the  world. 


•Press  release  33. 

2Held  at  the  U.S.  Ambassador's  resi- 
dence (text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Mar.  6,  1989). 

^Released  by  the  White  House  on 
Feb.  22  (text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Mar.  6). 

interview  was  conducted  by  Leslie 
Stahl  (press  release  34  of  Feb.  27). 

5Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  Mar.  6. 

''Released  by  the  White  House  on 
Feb.  25  (text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Mar.  6). 

7Held  at  the  Blue  House,  the  official  res- 
idence of  the  President  of  Korea  (text  from 
Weekly  Compilation  of  Presidential  Docu- 
ments of  Mar.  6).  ■ 
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Secretary's  Interview 

on  "MacNeil/Lehrer  Newshour' 


Secretary  Baker  was  interviewed 
on  the  "MacNeil/Lehrer  Newshour"  on 
March  U,  1989.1 

Q.  First,  let's  go  through  some  of  the 
details  to  make  sure  we  understand 
[the  aid  to  the  contras]:  the  continua- 
tion of  non-lethal  aid,  $4.5  million  a 
month  until  February  1990.  Define 
"non-lethal." 

A.  It's  basically  aid  that  just  sup- 
ports the  existence  of  the  resistance.  It's 
clothing;  it's  food;  it's  humanitarian  as- 
sistance. It's  not — 

Q.  No  guns?  No  ammunition? 

A.  No  guns.  No  ammunition.  In 
fact,  I  think  it  probably  means  no  parts 
for  vehicles.  Don't  hold  me  to  that,  be- 
cause that's  been  the  subject  of  a  lot  of 
debate  up  there  in  the  past.  But  ba- 
sically it's  just  humanitarian  assistance, 
non-lethal,  non-military. 

Q.  And  the  purpose  of  it  is  to  do 
what  for  the  contras?  Keep  them  alive 
for  10  months? 

A.  The  purpose  of  it  is  to — yes, 
there's  a  moral  obligation  here,  certainly 
on  the  part  of  the  United  States.  The 
purpose  is  to,  at  the  very  least,  keep 
them  alive  for  this  period. 

There  is  a  provision  in  here  as  well, 
of  course,  that  the  assistance  can  be 
used  for  voluntary  reintegration  or  vol- 
untary regional  relocation  of  the  resis- 
tance should  they  choose  to  go  back  to 
Nicaragua,  participate  in  the  elections 
there;  should  they  choose  to  relocate  to 
some  other  country  in  the  region.  But  it 
can  only  be  used  if  it's  voluntary  on  their 
part  and  if  there  is  progress  being  made 
toward  democratization  in  Nicaragua. 

Q.  Who  makes  the  decisions  on  a 
monthly  basis,  though,  as  to  whether 
or  not  this  money  is  being  used  prop- 
erly and  what  applies — I  mean, 
whether  this  kind  of  an  expenditure 
is  proper,  that  kind  of  expenditure  is 
not? 

A.  We  will  have  to  do  that.  Actu- 
ally, it  will  be  the  Agency  for  Interna- 
tional Development  (AID)  probably, 
which  is  the  agency  which  has  been  ad- 
ministering humanitarian  assistance  to 
the  resistance  for  quite  some  time.  And 
it  will  have  to  administer  it  in  keeping 
with  the  bipartisan  accord,  which,  of 
course,  will  be  the  basis  for  legislation 
that  will  be  passed  by  the  Congress  to 
authorize  and  appropriate  the  money. 


Q.  In  an  ideal  world — and  I'm  not 
suggesting  for  one  minute  that  we're 
in  it — but  in  an  ideal  world,  what 
would  happen  to  the  contras  at  the 
end  of  this  10  months?  Where  would 
they  be,  and  what  would  they  be 
doing? 

A.  If  the  ideal  world  were  full  dem- 
ocratization in  Nicaragua,  full  compli- 
ance by  the  Sandinista  government  with 
the  promises  that  they  gave  in  the  Esq- 
uipulas  agreement  and  in  other  agree- 
ments, what  they  would  be  doing  is 
being  reintegrated  into  Nicaraguan 
society,  reintegrated  into  a  safe,  demo- 
cratic society.  That  would  be  ideal,  if  you 
have  performance  by  the  Nicaraguan 
Government. 

If  you  don't  have  performance  by  the 
Nicaraguan  Government,  the  resistance 
would  then,  in  that  event,  likely  be  in 
place  right  where  it  is  now,  sustained 
through  this  humanitarian  assistance. 

Q.  And  you'd  be  back  for  another 
10  months  or  a  year  for  the  same  kind 
of  thing? 

A.  Then  you'd  be  back  with  a  reex- 
amination of  the  policy,  at  least  with  re- 
spect to  what  the  policy  of  the  United 
States  would  be. 

Q.  This  agreement  is  based  on 
the  premise,  I  would  assume,  that  the 
contras  are  not  going  to  continue  the 
war.  Is  that  right? 

A.  The  agreement  is  based  on  the 
premise  that  there  is  going  to  be  an 
effort  on  the  part  of  everyone  in  the 
region — the  United  States,  perhaps 
other  countries,  hopefully  countries  in 
Europe,  maybe  in  Mexico,  Venezuela, 
Canada — to  support  a  major  diplomatic- 
effort  to  get  democratization  going  in 
Nicaragua. 

So  it  doesn't  contemplate  hostilities; 
in  fact,  it  goes  in  the  other  direction.  We 
are  going  to  continue  the  policy  of  not 
making  assistance  available  for  offensive 
military  action.  We're  going  to  continue 
the  present  policy,  as  well,  of  making- 
sure  that  we're  not  supporting  people 
who  are  engaged  in  human  rights 
violations. 

Q.  Was  that  part  of  the  deal 
here? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  the  contras  be- 
forehand, "If  we  continue  to  give  you 
$4.5  million  a  month  in  non-lethal 


aid,  you  have  got  to  stop  the  military 
part.?" 

A.  No.  We  didn't  tell  the  contras 
beforehand  in  connection  with  this 
agreement.  That  has  basically  been  U.S. 
policy  since  the  Congress  refused  in 
February  of  1988,  I  think  it  was,  to  vote 
any  further  military  assistance.  So  we 
are  going  to  continue  that,  and  we're 
going  to  represent  that  to  the  Congress, 
have  an  undertaking  that  we  will  not 
make  it  available  to  anybody  who  is  en- 
gaged in  offensive  military  action. 
They're  entitled  to  defend  themselves  if 
they're  attacked. 

Q.  Let's  talk  about  the  Sandi- 
nistas. First  of  all,  was  this  deal,  ei- 
ther directly  or  indirectly,  run  by  the 
Sandinista  government — today's  deal? 

A.  "Run  by  the  Sandinista" — 

Q.  The  Sandinista  government. 

A.  Oh,  you  mean,  was  it  run  by 
them  for  approval?  No. 

Q.  Not  necessarily  for  approval 
but  just  to  inform  them  that  before 
the  President  announced  today — 

A.  Not  by  the  executive  branch.  I 
can't  tell  you  what  people  in  the  legisla- 
tive branch  may  or  may  not  have  done  as 
far  as  the  Sandinistas  are  concerned. 
They  have  more  contacts  with  the  San- 
dinistas than  we  do. 

Q.  Okay.  So  there  are  no  quiet 
understandings  with  the  Sandinista 
government  in  any  way  tied  to  this 
agreement? 

A.  None. 

Q.  As  you  know,  the  Nicaraguan 
Foreign  Minister,  on  behalf  of  the 
Sandinista  government,  issued  a 
statement  awhile  ago  condemning  to- 
day's agreement,  saying  it  was  con- 
fusing and  unclear  and  that  it  goes 
against  the  regional  peace  pact  by  the 
Central  American  Presidents. 

A.  We  don't  think  it  does  go  against 
the  regional  peace  pact.  We  think  it's 
consistent  with  it.  We  did  discuss  this 
agreement  in  some  detail  with  the  Presi- 
dents of  the  four  Central  American  de- 
mocracies. We  think  they  support  this 
agreement.  We  think  they  will  support 
it.  We  think  the  agreement  will  enable 
us  to  work  with  them  to,  frankly,  keep 
pressure  on  the  Sandinistas  to  move  to- 
ward democratization. 
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The  reason  the  Sandinistas  don't 
like  this  agreement  is  because  it  will  en- 
able us  to  give  them  some  incentive  to 
keep  their  promises,  to  give  the  people 
of  Nicaragua  democracy. 

Q.  So  you're  not  upset  about  their 
reaction  to  this? 

A.  No,  not  at  all.  I'm  not  the  least 
bit  surprised  either. 

Q.  You're  not  surprised  at  all? 

A.  No  — 

Q.  Doesn't  it  take  two  to  make 
peace? 

A.  — that  the  Nicaraguan  Govern- 
ment would  not  be — no.  I'm  not;  I'm  not 
surprised  at  that. 

Q.  Was  this  idea  discussed  with 
the  Soviet  Union  before? 

A.  No,  not  this  idea,  although  in  my 
discussions  with  [Foreign]  Minister 
Shevardnadze  in  Vienna  several  weeks 
ago,  I  raised  with  him  the  fact  that  the 
Soviet  Union  was  continuing  to  funnel 
some  $1  billion  a  year  into  Nicaragua 
and  that  the  United  States  didn't  look 
too  favorably  upon  that. 

Q.  To  which  he  replied? 

A.  To  which  he  replied  with  their 
public  position,  which  is,  "If  you  stop 
giving  any  assistance  to  any  countries  in 
Central  America,  we  will  stop  giving  as- 
sistance to  Nicaragua."  To  which  we  rep- 
lied, as  we  always  have,  "That  is  an 
absolute  non-starter." 

This  agreement,  if  I  may  say  so,  will 
give  us  a  much  stronger  hand  and  a  bet- 
ter position  from  which  to  negotiate  with 
the  Soviet  Union  on  this  issue. 

Q.  In  what  way? 

A.  We  will  now  have  a  unified  policy 
position,  as  far  as  the  United  States  is 
concerned.  We  will  not  have  the  legisla- 
tive branch  going  one  way  and  the  execu- 
tive branch  going  another.  We  will  have  a 
truly  bipartisan  foreign  policy;  and  when 
we  speak,  the  Soviets  will  know  we  are 
speaking  for  the  United  States. 

Q.  You  mean  they  can't  go 
around  you  right  to  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  or  others? 

A.  That's  correct. 

Q.  Do  you  think  that  will  also 
help  you  in  dealing,  eventually,  with 
the  Sandinistas  in  Nicaragua? 

A.  I  would  hope  it  will  help  us  to  en- 
courage the  Sandinista  government, 
once  again,  to  simply  perform  on  the 
promises  that  they've  made  so  often  over 
a  period  of  10  years.  I  think  it  will  help 
us  with  the  Central  American  de- 
mocracies. I  think  it  will  help  us  encour- 
age countries  in  Europe  and  countries  in 
this  hemisphere  to  support  this  effort  to 
get  to  peace  and  democracy  through  a 


diplomatic  approach,  because  we  are  put- 
ting the  military  approach  on  hold  for  a 
period  of  time. 

Q.  How  did  this  deal  come  about? 
Who  talked  to  whom? 

A.  As  you  know,  there  was  senti- 
ment, I  think,  in  both  parties — the  Dem- 
ocratic congressional  leadership  and  the 
Republican  executive  branch  leadership 
following  the  election — to  see  if  we  could 
get  back  to  bipartisanship  in  foreign 
policy. 

The  United  States  succeeds  many 
times  in  foreign  policy  where  we  are  uni- 
fied. When  we're  not  unified,  normally 
we've  failed.  Our  Central  American  poli- 
cy has  been  a  failure.  Without  trying  to 
pin  the  blame,  it's  been  a  failure  because 
we  haven't  been  unified.  You  can't  oper- 
ate that  way.  It  just  doesn't  work. 

Ronald  Reagan  was  fond  of  saying- 
President  Reagan  used  to  say  partisan- 
ship ought  to  stop  at  the  waters  edge.  It 
really  should  if  you're  going  to  be  suc- 
cessful. So  I  think  there  was  a  genuine 
desire  on  the  part  of  both  the  Demo- 
cratic leadership  in  the  Congress  and 
the  President  to  try  very  hard  to  get 
back  to  bipartisanship  in  this  most 
thorny  of  foreign  policy  issues. 

Q.  To  be  very  specific  about  it, 
did  President  Bush  say  to  you, 
"Friend,  go  make  a  deal  on  Central 
America;  let's  get  this  thing  behind 
us."? 

A.  No,  not  that  way.  But  we  did  talk 
about  the  importance  of  trying  to  bridge 
the  gap  with  respect  to  Central  Amer- 
ica. There  were  two  areas,  frankly, 
where  we  had  not  been  unified  in  our 
foreign  policy  in  the  last  6-8,  10  years. 
One  is  Central  America  and  the  other  is 
South  Africa.  In  both  respects,  we've 
had  trouble  being  successful.  We  just 
haven't  been  successful,  because  we 
haven't  been  unified.  We'd  like  to  find  a 
way  to  get  back  to  bipartisanship  in  both 
of  those  areas. 

South  Africa  is  extraordinarily  dif- 
ficult, because  it  has  a  high  domestic  po- 
litical content  in  the  United  States.  But 
I  did  talk  to  the  President  shortly  after 
the  election  about  those  two  problem 
areas.  He  did  say,  "You  know,  if  we  can 
do  it,  fine,  but  we've  got  to  maintain  our 
principles."  He  said,  "I  do  not  want  to 
and  I  will  not  abandon  the  resistance. 
We  have  an  obligation  to  these  people." 

Q.  You  are,  of  course,  well  known 
as  a  man  who  has  made  many  suc- 
cessful deals  in  your  career.  On  your 
scale,  your  own  scale,  was  this  a  hard 
deal  to  make  or  was  it  easy? 

A.  It  was  a  hard  deal  to  make.  We 
put  in  a  lot  of  hours,  all  of  us;  but  then 
there  were  a  lot  of  people  and  it  was  not 


just  the  leadership.  You're  going  to  have 
a  couple  of  people  on  the  program  in  just 
a  minute  who  were  very  instrumental  in 
making  this  thing  fly. 

Q.  Congressman  Bonior  and  Con- 
gressman Edwards  from  the  two  op- 
posite poles. 

A.  Two  opposite  poles  on  this  issue, 
and  they  came  together.  Without  those 
two,  we  couldn't  have  had  the  support 
that  we're  going  to  have  for  this  policy  in 
the  House.  The  same  thing  happened 
over  on  the  Senate  side.  We  had  Senator 
John  McCain  of  the  Republicans;  Senator 
Connie  Mack,  a  freshman  Senator  who 
worked  hard  on  this;  and  Senator  Chris 
Dodd,  again  on  the  other  pole;  and  they 
came  together. 

Q.  What  was  it?  Was  it  just  a 
kind  of  mutual  weariness  with  this  is- 
sue that  everybody  kind  of  wanted  to 
get  this  thing  done? 

A.  I  think  that  was  it.  I  think  every- 
body wanted  to  get  it  done,  and  every- 
body knew  how  destructive  it  was  to  the 
national  security  interests  of  the  United 
States,  to  the  national  interests  of  the 
United  States,  to  continue  this  diver- 
gence between  the  legislative  and  execu- 
tive branches;  totally  counterproductive. 

Q.  As  you  know,  in  the  past  the 
reason  that  so  many  Democrats  were 
not  supporting  the  Reagan  Adminis- 
tration policy  on  contra  aid,  etc.,  in 
Central  America  is  because  they  did 
not  feel  that  the  Administration 
really  wanted  peace  in  the  area.  They 
wanted  a  military  solution.  What  did 
you  do  to  convince  the  Democrats 
this  time  that  you  really  are  support- 
ing the  peace  process? 

A.  What  we  said  was  basically, 
"Look,  you  have  a  new  President  and  a 
new  Secretary  of  State.  We  have  the 
same  goals,  and  we  had  the  same  goals  in 
the  Reagan  Administration  as  our  oppo- 
nents on  the  Hill;  that  was  democratiza- 
tion in  Nicaragua  and  peace  in  the 
region.  We  have  the  same  goals.  Let's 
trust  each  other  for  awhile  and  see  if  we 
can  achieve  those  goals  through  a  diplo- 
matic approach."  That  was  basically  the 
pitch. 

The  fight  had  gone  on  a  long  time.  I 
believe  they  were  willing  and  ready  to 
trust  us;  we  were  willing  and  ready  to 
trust  them;  and  I  hope  we  can  make  it 
work.  I  really  believe  we  have  an  excel- 
lent chance  of  making  it  work. 

Q.  What  about  the  general  feel- 
ing also,  though,  that  what  the  Rea- 
gan Administration  really  wanted 
was  the  elimination  of  the  Sandinista 
government  in  Nicaragua,  that  it  was 
seen  as  a  threat  to  stability  and  de- 
mocracy in  the  region?  What's  the 
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Bush  Administration's  attitude  to- 
ward Daniel  Ortega  and  the  Sandi- 
nista  government? 

A.  The  position  that  we  took  in  our 
negotiations  on  the  Hill  was  that  the 
goals  of  the  Esquipulas  accord  were  the 
goals  that  we  should  embrace:  democra- 
tization in  Nicaragua,  non-interference 
in  the  affairs  of  neighbors — for  instance, 
the  export  of  subversion  into  El  Salvador 
by  Nicaragua — freedom  of  religion,  free- 
dom of  the  press,  that  sort  of  thing;  on 
the  other  hand,  voluntary  reintegration 
of  the  resistance  into  a  safe,  democratic 
society.  Those  were  the  goals  of  Es- 
quipulas. And  they  are  noble  goals;  they 
are  worthy  goals.  If  we  can  accomplish 
those,  that's  what  we  would  like  to  do. 
And  we  found  a  majority  of  the  Con- 
gress, on  both  sides,  who  were  willing  to 
embrace  those  same  goals. 

Q.  But  you  can  live  with  a  leftist 
Sandinista  government  in  Nicaragua, 
is  that  right — as  long  as  the  process 
that— 

A.  If  there  is  democracy;  if  they 
keep  the  promises  that  they  gave  us  in 
Esquipulas,  which  was  to  move  to 
democracy — freedom  of  religion,  free- 
dom of  the  press,  free  and  fair  elections. 
They've  scheduled  an  election  for  Febru- 
ary 1990.  Let's  see  if  they  live  up  to  their 
promises. 

If  they  do  [and]  if  we  really  believe 
in  democracy,  we  shouldn't  second-guess 
what  comes  out  of  an  election  just  be- 
cause we  don't  like  the  party  that  won.  If 
it's  a  leftist  party  that  wins,  if  the  win 
was  in  a  true,  open,  free,  and  fair  demo- 
cratic election,  we  ought  to  live  with  that 
just  like  we  ought  to  live  with  the  winner 
if  it's  a  strong  right-wing  party  that  wins, 
as  has  just  happened  in  El  Salvador. 

We  should  not  be  free  to  pick  and 
choose  the  winners  if  we  truly  believe  in 
democracy. 

Q.  There's  been  a  lot  of  talk 
about  a  slow  start  for  you  as  Secre- 
tary of  State.  Do  you  think  today's 
announcement  is  going  to  stop  a  lot  of 
that  talk? 

A.  I  don't  know.  Maybe  I  would  sim- 
ply say  we  just  drifted  into  this  thing 
because  people  have  been  saying,  "You 
know,  you're  adrift."  We've  spent  the  last 
4  weeks  almost  up  on  the  Hill  working  on 
this.  So,  I  don't  know. 

Q.  But  the  very  thing  they  crit- 
icized you  for,  as  you  know — one  of 
the  things — was  that  you  were  sur- 
prised in  the  early  days  of  the  Bush 
Administration  by  the  second  part  of 
the  Central  American  presidents 
thing. 

A.  Yes,  that's  correct,  and — 


Q.  They  took  the  initiative. 

A.  Yes,  but  you  see  that's  really  not 
true.  We  weren't  surprised.  The  fact  of 
the  matter  is  we  can't  be  players.  We 
can't  be  players  unless  we  have  an  agree- 
ment like  this,  unless  the  executive 
branch  is  given  what  is  supposed  to  be 
its  constitutional  right  and  obligation, 
the  right  to  go  out  and  conduct  our 
diplomacy  and  to  implement  our  foreign 


policy  without  having  it  undercut  by 
the  legislative  branch.  We're  not  going 
to  have  that  now.  We're  not  going  to 
have  that  through  February  of  next 
year,  so  it  will  enable  us  to  be  players 
and  to  shape  what  happens  in  the  re- 
gion in  favor  of  democracy  and  in  favor 
of  peace. 


'Press  release  46  of  Mar.  27,  1989. 


Secretary's  Interview 

on  "This  Week  With  David  Brinkley" 


Secretary  Baker  was  interviewed 
on  ABC-TV's  "This  Week  With  David 
Brinkley"  on  March  26,  1989,  by  David 
Brinkley  and  Sam  Donaldson,  ABC 
News,  and  George  F.  Will,  ABC  News 
analyst.1 

Q.  As  you  know,  there's  widespread 
support  for  this  new  arrangement  in 
Central  America  which  you  an- 
nounced this  week,  but  there  are  a 
few  criticisms.  One  is  this;  that  this 
goes  beyond  what  we  call  bipartisan- 
ship between  the  Republicans  and 
Democrats,  White  House  and  the 
Congress.  It  goes  into,  to  some  de- 
gree, a  surrender  of  presidential  pow- 
er to  Congress.  What  do  you  say 
about  that? 

A.  I  think  I  would  agree  with 
Elliott  Abrams  [former  Assistant  Secre- 
tary for  Inter-American  Affairs]  who 
said  what  this  agreement  really  does  is 
restore  presidential  power.  If  you  look  at 
the  accord  carefully,  you  will  see  that 
the  leadership  in  the  Congress  acknowl- 
edges the  President's  primary  respon- 
sibility for  implementing  foreign  policy, 
and  basically  it's  a  restoration  of  presi- 
dential power  and  not  any  diminution  of 
it. 

Q.  As  you  know,  C.  Boyden  Gray, 
the  White  House  Counsel,  is  one  of 
those  who's  made  this  complaint,  in 
effect  saying  that  you  have  negotiated 
an  agreement  that  has  diminished 
George  Bush's  power. 

A.  I  don't  agree  with  that.  There's 
no  legislative  veto  question  here,  be- 
cause there's  nothing  that  will  be  embod- 
ied in  legislation,  and  that  was  carefully 
considered  during  the  course  of  negotiat- 
ing the  agreement,  and — 

Q.  So  it's  not  embodied  in  legisla- 
tion. In  effect,  you're  saying  George 
Bush  has  given  away,  in  a  side  letter, 
what  he  wouldn't  do  in  the  law,  but 
the  end  result  is  the  same. 


A.  No.  The  end  result  simply  is  not 
the  same.  This  is  a  voluntary  agree- 
ment. You  do  not  have  the  question  arise 
here  with  respect  to  constitutional  powT- 
ers  and  prerogatives,  because  the  Con- 
gress is  not  imposing  its  will,  in  effect, 
through  legislation  upon  the  executive. 
Let  me  simply  say  that  this  matter  was 
considered.  There  would  have  been  other 
options.  Other  options  would  have  in- 
volved taking  a  much  shorter  period  of 
humanitarian  assistance  for  the  resis- 
tance which  would  have  failed  to  link  the 
assistance  to  democratization  in 
Nicaragua.  And  that  really  is  what  we 
are  all  seeking  here  to  accomplish  and  to 
judge.  We  want  to  see  the  Sandinistas, 
for  a  change,  keep  their  promises. 

Q.  C.  Boyden  Gray,  a  few  weeks 
ago,  embarrassed  you  publicly  by 
calling  attention  to  your  bank  stock. 
You  sold  it  at  that  point.  Now  he  is 
complaining  that  you  have  made  a 
deal  that  is  wrong.  Is  there  room  for 
both  of  you  in  this  Administration? 

A.  Nice  try,  Sam. 

Q.  [Laughter] 

A.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  the 
President,  the  Chief  of  Staff,  the  na- 
tional security  adviser  to  the  President, 
and  I  all  discussed  this  particular  provi- 
sion. So  good  try. 

Q.  Nice  duck,  Mr.  Secretary. 

Q.  So  you  don't  care  to  predict 
how  long  C.  Boyden  Gray  will  be  in 
the  Administration,  I  take  it? 

A.  Good  try,  David. 

Q.  What  do  you  say  to  those  who 
say  the  following;  that  the  Baker  so- 
lution to  the  Nicaraguan  problem  is  a 
solution  only  if  there  really  is  no 
problem  and  never  has  been?  That  is, 
it's  a  solution  if  Nicaragua  is  not  the 
Nicaragua  that  has  been  charac- 
terized by  the  Reagan-Bush-Baker 
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Administration  as  a  regime  bent  on 
external  expansion. 

A.  I  disagree  with  that,  because  the 
purpose  here  of  this  accord,  as  I  just  said 
a  moment  ago,  is  twofold,  really.  It  is  to 
achieve  democratization  in  Nicaragua, 
and  now  everyone  agrees  that  that  is  the 
central  focus  and  purpose  of  our  policy. 
And,  secondly,  to  permit  reintegration 
of  the  resistance  but  only  under  safe 
and  democratic  conditions.  So  there's  a 
clearly  stated  policy  and  policy  purpose 
here. 

Q.  There's  a  clearly  stated  hope, 
but  what  is  the  leverage?  What  incen- 
tives do  the  Sandinistas  have  to  nego- 
tiate now  down  to  pluralism? 

A.  There  were  in-depth  discussions 
with  the  leadership  about  carrots  and 
sticks.  The  fact  of  the  matter — 

Q.  Can  you  tell  us  about  the 
sticks? 

A.  Sure.  I'll  be  glad  to  speak  to 
those  as  well.  But  let  me  simply  say  that 
what  you  have  here  is  the  legislative 
branch  saying  fine,  you  go  and  you  im- 
plement that  policy  of  incentives  and  dis- 
incentives, and  we  will  stay  out  of  it.  We 
will,  in  effect,  acknowledge  the  execu- 
tive's obligation  or  responsibility  to  im- 
plement foreign  policy. 

The  sticks  would  involve — should 
the  occasion  arise,  and  hopefully  there 
will  be  movement  toward  democratiza- 
tion in  Nicaragua,  and  we  won't  have  to 
use  sticks — but  the  sticks  would  involve 
tightening  of  economic  sanctions,  fur- 
ther diplomatic  sanctions  if  that  was 
necessary,  and,  as  I  said  in  the  press 
briefing  room  at  the  White  House  on 
Friday,  there  is  nothing  in  this  agree- 
ment that  would  foreclose  the  President's 
future  request  for  military  assistance 
should  things  deteriorate  substantially. 

Q.  About  the  Soviet  Union;  they 
are  one  regime  that  does  have  le- 
verage over  the  Nicaraguan  regime. 
What  do  you  expect,  and  what  do  you 
know,  and  how  have  you  talked  to  the 
Soviet  Union  about  how  their  behav- 
ior should  be  shaped  by  this  new 
plan? 

A.  We've  discussed,  generally 
speaking,  with  the  Soviet  Union — I  dis- 
cussed with  |  Foreign  |  Minister  Shev- 
ardnadze in  my  meeting  with  him  in 
Vienna  our  problems  with  their  continu- 
ing to  funnel  roughly  $1  billion  a  year 
into  Nicaragua.  About  half  of  that  is  in 
the  form  of  military  assistance.  We've 
made  known  our  problems  with  that.  So 
far  I  he  response  has  been  the  public  re- 


sponse which  they  give,  which  is  that 
they'll  stop  doing  this  when  the  United 
States  stops  supporting  other  regimes' 
democratic  institutions  and  governments 
in  Central  America.  And,  of  course,  we 
say  that's  a  non-starter. 

One  thing  this  agreement  does,  if  I 
may  say  so,  is  give  us,  I  think,  a  consid- 
erably stronger  position  to  advance  this 
position  with  the  Soviet  Union. 

Q.  If  the  Latin  Presidents  meet- 
ing in  May  come  up  with  a  plan  for  re- 
patriation and  disbandment  of  the 
contras  that  is  to  achieve  its  result 
before  the  10  months  are  up  for  the 
money  that  you've  just  now  won  from 
Congress,  will  you  agree,  or  will 
you  insist,  on  keeping  the  contras  to- 
gether as  a  possible  fighting  force  af- 
ter November-December? 

A.  Another  thing  this  agreement 
does  for  us  is  it  gives  us  a  leg  up  really 
in  participating  and  being  a  player  in 
the  discussions  that  will  lead  to  that 
agreement — that  is,  the  agreement  to 
repatriate  and  reintegrate.  And  you 
were  quite  right  in  your  earlier  ques- 
tioning of  the  Nicaraguan  Deputy  For- 
eign Minister  to  the  effect  generally  that 
it's  only  that  they  come  up  with  a  plan  by 
May  15. 

So  what  we  will  do  is  take  a  look  at 
that  plan.  We  will  not  necessarily  sign 
on  automatically  under  any  and  all  cir- 
cumstances. Suppose  they  come  up  with 
a  plan  to  bring  the  resistance  to  the 
United  States?  We  wouldn't  sign  onto 
that.  Let  me  just  say  this  one  final 
thing,  because  this  point  came  up  a  good 
bit  in  our  discussions  with  the  leader- 
ship. We  made  it  quite  clear  that  the 
United  States  would  not  sign  away  in  ad- 
vance its  right  to  conduct  its  own  diplo- 
macy and  its  own  foreign  policy,  and  we 
would  not,  therefore,  sign  on  to  any 
agreement  that  others  might  come  up 
with  without  our  participation  and 
cooperation. 

Q.  In  the  Soviet  Union  today, 
there  is  an  election.  It's  not  the  kind 
of  election  we  are  accustomed  to  with 
all  kinds  of  people  running  for  every- 
thing and  having  fundraisers  with 
chicken  and  peas  and  so  on.  But  it  is 
an  election  of  sorts.  More  than  one 
candidate  to  be  chosen  in  many,  many 
races.  What  do  you  make  of  this? 

A.  I  make  of  it  that  things  are 
changing  in  the  Soviet  Union,  and 
they're  changing  rather  dramatically.  We 
make  of  it  as  well  that  the  changes  that 
are  taking  place  are  probably  going  to 
last,  because  once  you  give  people  a 
taste  of  the  fruits  of  freedom,  it's  pretty 


hard  to  reverse  that  process.  In  other 
words,  there's  no  getting  the  genie  back 
in  the  bottle. 

As  I've  said  before,  it's  the  hope  of 
the  United  States  that  perestroika  will 
succeed,  because  we  think  that  would  be 
good  for  the  Soviet  Union  and  good  for 
the  world  as  well.  We  wish  Mr.  Gor- 
bachev success  in  this.  We  do  believe,  at 
the  same  time,  that  we  must  continue  to 
be  prudent  and  realistic  in  the  way  we 
approach  the  Soviets,  because  they  re- 
main a  heavily  armed  superpower.  We 
also  believe  that  whether  or  not  per- 
estroika succeeds  depends  on  what  hap- 
pens in  the  Soviet  Union  and  not  what 
we  in  the  West  might  do  or  not  do. 

Q.  Prudence  and  realism  so  far 
still  includes  in  the  American  agenda 
the  modernization  of  certain  missiles 
in  Europe  that  many  Europeans  look- 
ing at  the  Soviet  Union  say  are  just  no 
longer  necessary.  How  do  you  resist 
this  tendency  to  say  no  matter  how 
armed  the  Soviet  Union  is,  its  inten- 
tions have  so  dramatically  changed 
that  such  policies  as  the  moderniza- 
tion of  our  forces  in  Europe  are 
superfluous? 

A.  The  way  you  resist  that  is  to 
make  the  point  which  I  did  during  my 
trip  around  to  NATO  capitals  6  or  8 
weeks  ago  that  clearly  we  all  still  believe 
in  the  doctrine  of  flexible  response  in 
our  NATO  strategy.  We  believe  in  for- 
ward defense.  We  believe,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  in  no  third  zero,  and  all  of  our 
NATO  partners  agree  with  us  on  that. 

So  you  have  to  sit  down,  and  you 
have  to  talk  these  things  through,  and  if, 
in  fact,  we  do  believe  these  doctrines 
which  have  formed  the  very  basis  and 
foundation  of  NATO,  then  it  is  important 
that  there  be  an  up-to-date,  land-based 
missile  in  Europe.  There's  no  disagree- 
ment on  that.  What  we  need  to  do  is 
come  up  with  a  formulation  that  recog- 
nizes that,  and  at  the  same  time  recog- 
nizes the  point  you  just  made  in  your 
question,  and  that  is  that  there  are  cer- 
tain political  pressures  on  some  of  our 
NATO  allies. 

Q.  In  recent  weeks,  you  have 
made  the  point  that  some  day  the  Is- 
raelis may  want  to  talk  to — have  to 
talk  to — the  PLO  [Palestine  Libera- 
tion Organization],  for  which  you 
have  been  severely  admonished  pub- 
licly by  Israeli  officials.  Do  you  still 
feel  that  way? 
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European  Security  Negotiations 
Open  in  Vienna 


Separate  negotiations  on  conven- 
tional armed  forces  in  Europe  (CFE) 
and  o)i  confidence-  and  security- 
building  measures  (CSBMs)  opened  in 
Viennaon  March  9,  1989. 

Following  are  a  statement  by  Pres- 
ident Bush;  a  statement  by  Ambas- 
sador Stephen  J.  Ledogar,  head  of  the 
U.S.  delegation  to  the  CFE  talks,  that 
appeared  in  a  joint  USIAIState  Depart- 
ment publication  entitled  "CFE";  the 
text  of  the  Western  position  paper  on 
CFE;  and  a  statement  by  Ambassador 
John  J.  Maresca,  head  of  the  U.S.  dele- 
gation to  the  CSBMs  talks,  made  at  the 
first  plenary  session  of  the  CSBMs 
talks. 


PRESIDENT  BUSH, 
MAR.  9,  19891 

Today  marks  the  beginning  of  a  process 
of  great  importance  for  the  people  of 
Europe,  the  United  States,  and  Canada 
and  for  all  who  share  the  hope  of  a  safer 
and  more  secure  Europe.  In  Vienna  the 
nations  which  are  members  of  the  Con- 
ference on  Security  and  Cooperation  in 
Europe  (CSCE)  and  the  members  of  the 
North  Atlantic  alliance  and  Warsaw 
Pact  will  begin  two  negotiations  whose 
goal  is  to  reduce  the  threat  of  conven- 
tional weapons  in  Europe — one  on  con- 
ventional armed  forces  in  Europe 
(CFE)  and  another  separate  negotia- 
tion on  further  confidence-  and 
security-building  measures  (CSBMs). 

The  negotiation  on  conventional 
forces  in  Europe  offers  a  new  oppor- 
tunity to  redress  the  imbalance  in  mili- 
tary forces  which  strongly  favors  the 
Warsaw  Pact  and  which  has  been  a 
source  of  tension  since  the  end  of  World 
War  II.  The  NATO  allies  aim  to  elimi- 
nate the  capability  for  launching  sur- 
prise attack  and  for  initiating  large- 
scale  offensive  actions. 

The  negotiations  on  confidence- 
and  security-building  measures  will 
address  the  problem  of  mistrust  in  the 
military  and  security  spheres  and  the 
risk  of  confrontation  arising  through 
miscalculation.  Our  aim  is  to  lift  the 
veil  of  secrecy  from  certain  military 
activities  and  forces  and  thus  contrib- 
ute to  a  more  stable  Europe. 


Although  these  two  negotiations 
have  different  participants  and  aim  at 
different  kinds  of  accords,  they  share  a 
common  purpose.  That  purpose  is  to 
make  Europe  safer,  to  reduce  the  risk 
of  war,  and  to  strengthen  stability  on 
the  continent  that  has  seen  more  blood- 
shed in  this  century  than  any  other 
part  of  the  world. 

We  and  our  NATO  allies  share  a 
common  commitment  to  democratic 
values,  respect  for  each  others'  sover- 
eignty, and  support  for  a  strong  de- 
fense. NATO's  approach  to  these 
negotiations,  therefore,  rests  on  two 
important  principles:  that  maintaining 
strong  and  modern  defenses  is  essential 
to  our  security  and  freedom  and  that 
negotiated  and  effectively  verifiable 
agreements  can  enhance  our  security 
and  the  prospects  for  lasting  peace. 

Of  course,  these  negotiations  are 
part  of  a  larger  process,  one  which 
must  address  the  causes  as  well  as  the 
symptoms  of  the  current  division  in 
Europe.  Progress  in  the  military  field 
alone  is  not  enough  to  bring  enduring 
peace.  What  is  needed  is  genuine  rec- 
onciliation and  an  end  to  the  division  of 
Europe.  True  security  cannot  exist 
without  guarantees  of  human  rights 
and  basic  freedoms  for  all  people. 

The  negotiations  on  security  in  Eu- 
rope offer  new  promise  for  the  future. 
We  embark  on  them  with  the  hope  that 
we  can  build  a  lasting  framework  for  a 
more  stable  and  secure  future,  but  we 
are  realistic  about  the  difficulties 
ahead.  With  a  renewed  dedication 
to  a  constructive  dialogue,  we  can 
make  progress.  The  commitment  of 
the  United  States  to  this  effort  is 
unswerving. 


AMBASSADOR  LEDOGAR 

On  March  9,  representatives  of  all  23 
NATO  and  Warsaw  Pact  countries  will 
sit  down  together  and  begin  the  effort 
to  negotiate  a  conventional  arms  con- 
trol agreement  for  Europe,  from  the 
Atlantic  to  the  Urals.  The  comprehen- 
sive scope  of  the  negotiation  on  conven- 
tional armed  forces  in  Europe  (CFE) 
sets  it  apart  from  previous  conven- 
tional arms  talks,  which  included  only 
some  members  of  NATO  on  the  West- 
ern side  and  focused  exclusively  on  cen- 
tral Europe. 


We  begin  at  an  auspicious  time  for 
European  arms  control.  Last  year's 
INF  [Intermediate-Range  Nuclear 
Forces]  Treaty  provided  for  the  elim- 
ination of  a  whole  class  of  theater  nu- 
clear missiles.  In  doing  so,  it  focused 
renewed  attention  on  the  existing  im- 
balance of  conventional  forces  in  Euro- 
pe and  provided  a  useful  model  for 
verification  of  future  agreements.  By 
requiring  mandatory  on-site  inspec- 
tion, both  the  INF  and  the  "transpar- 
ency" measures  agreed  at  Stockholm  in 
1986  have  provided  important  prece- 
dents for  monitoring  compliance  with 
future  arms  control  agreements,  and 
they  may  have  helped  to  persuade  the 
Soviet  Union  that  vigorous  inspection 
is  beneficial,  not  damaging,  to  its 
security. 

Most  recently  several  Warsaw  Pact 
states,  including  the  Soviet  Union, 
have  announced  plans  to  make  uni- 
lateral cuts  in  their  military  forces.  If 
carried  out  as  promised,  these  will  go 
part  of  the  way  toward  reducing  the 
dangerous  imbalance  of  conventional 
forces  on  the  continent. 

We  cannot,  however,  allow  Mo- 
scow's recent  geniality  to  let  us  lose 
sight  of  the  problems  that  have  brought 
us  to  the  negotiating  table.  The  uni- 
lateral conventional  force  reductions 
announced  by  the  Warsaw  Pact — taken 
in  large  part  because  of  domestic 
imperatives — are  no  substitute  for  a  ne- 
gotiated system  of  arms  control  mea- 
sures embodied  in  formal,  verifiable, 
state-to-state  agreements. 

The  unilateral  reductions  an- 
nounced by  Moscow  and  its  allies  would 
remove  some  12,000  tanks,  9,100  artil- 
lery pieces,  and  an  unspecified  number 
of  armored  troop  carriers — as  well  as 
other  equipment — from  the  area  the 
CFE  negotiation  will  cover.  This  will 
still  leave  a  Warsaw  Pact  superiority 
of  more  than  2-to-l  in  each  of  these 
categories — a  capability  that  will 
rightly  continue  to  concern  NATO  mili- 
tary planners  and  allied  governments 
and*  publics.  CFE  must  and  will  address 
this  issue. 

In  a  statement  last  December  8, 
NATO  foreign  ministers  sketched  out 
the  alliance's  main  objectives  in  the 
new  negotiations: 
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•  A  limit  on  total  holdings  of  those 
armaments  most  relevant  to  offensive 
action — the  seizing  and  holding  of 
territory — at  substantially  lower  lev- 
els, with  parity  in  these  forces  between 
the  two  alliances; 

•  A  limit  on  the  holdings  of  such  ar- 
maments by  any  one  country,  set  at  a 
fixed  percentage  of  the  total  holdings  of 
the  two  sides  in  Europe; 

•  Ceilings  on  such  armaments  held 
by  forces  stationed  outside  the  borders 
of  their  own  country;  and 

•  Effective  and  rigorous  verifica- 
tion, including  exchange  of  detailed 
information  on  military  forces  and 
mandatory  inspection. 

In  combination  these  measures 
would  have  a  direct  impact  on  the  mas- 
sive forward  deployments  of  offensively 
oriented  Soviet  armored  forces  that 
have  been  stationed  in  Eastern  Europe 
for  a  generation  and  which  make  cen- 
tral Europe  the  site  of  the  heaviest  con- 
centration of  military  force  in  the 
world. 

CFE  will  not  be  the  first  effort  to 
reduce  conventional  forces  in  Europe. 
Mutual  and  balanced  force  reduction 
(MBFR)  negotiations,  focused  on  cen- 
tral Europe,  were  held  from  1973  until 
February  1989.  These  talks  did  not  re- 
sult in  an  agreement,  but  they  enabled 
the  12  NATO  participants  and  the  War- 
saw Pact  states  to  set  forth  their  secu- 
rity and  arms  control  concerns  and  to 
define  a  range  of  possible  objectives  for 
a  conventional  agreement.  By  clearing 
away  some  of  the  "underbrush"  on  this 
exceptionally  complicated  subject  and 
giving  the  two  sides  negotiating  expe- 
rience on  conventional  forces,  MBFR 
helped  lay  the  groundwork  for  the  new 
talks. 

The  23  countries  participating  in 
the  CFE  talks  will,  of  course,  be  solely 
responsible  for  determining  their 
outcome.  The  mandate  for  the  talks 
establishes  CFE  as  an  autonomous  ne- 
gotiation "within  the  framework  of  the 
CSCE  process" — that  is,  separate  but 
with  some  links  to  the  35-country  Con- 
ference on  Security  and  Cooperation  in 
Europe.  Representatives  to  the  CFE 
negotiation  will  meet  periodically  with 
the  12  European  neutral  and  non- 
aligned  states  for  an  update  on  CFE's 
progress.  The  2'-',  have  pledged  to  take 
the  views  of  other  CSCE  states  into 
consideration  in  the  CFE  negotiation 
when  appropriate.  The  next  CSCE 
follow-up  meeting,  in  Helsinki  in  1992, 
will  exchange  views  on  progress  in 
CVK. 


These  arrangements,  which  all  35 
CSCE  states  have  agreed  on,  ensure 
that  the  members  of  the  two  alliances 
can  negotiate  confidentially,  out  of  the 
limelight,  and  without  artificial  dead- 
lines, while  also  ensuring  that  other 
European  states  will  be  able  to  express 
informal  views  on  CFE  issues  through- 
out the  negotiation. 

The  mandate  we  concluded  January 
10  sets  the  ground  rules  and  estab- 
lishes a  forum  for  the  United  States 
and  its  NATO  allies,  together  with  the 
Warsaw  Pact  countries,  to  make  a  new 
beginning  in  conventional  arms  control 
in  Europe.  We  and  our  allies  are  com- 
mitted to  achieving  an  agreement  that 
enhances  stability  and  lowers  force  lev- 
els. We  call  on  the  members  of  the  War- 
saw Pact  to  join  us  in  this  endeavor. 


NEGOTIATION  ON 
CONVENTIONAL  ARMED 
FORCES  IN  EUROPE  (CFE): 
WESTERN  POSITION  PAPER 

Position  paper  provided  by  the  delega- 
tions of  Belgium,  Canada,  Denmark, 
the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany, 
France,  Greece,  Iceland,  Italy,  Lux- 
embourg, the  Netherlands,  Norway, 
Portugal,  Spain,  Turkey,  the  United 
Kingdom,  and  the  United  States. 

Objectives 

The  objectives  of  these  negotiations,  as 
agreed  in  the  mandate,  are: 

•  The  establishment  of  a  secure 
and  stable  balance  of  conventional 
forces  at  lower  levels; 

•  The  elimination  of  disparities 
prejudicial  to  stability  and  security; 
and 

•  The  elimination,  as  a  matter  of 
high  priority,  of  the  capability  for 
launching  surprise  attack  and  for  ini- 
tiating large-scale  offensive  action. 

Through  the  approach  outlined  be- 
low, the  Western  delegations  will  seek 
to  establish  a  situation  in  which  sur- 
prise attack  and  large-scale  offensive 
action  are  no  longer  credible  options. 
We  pursue  this  aim  on  the  basis  of 
equal  respect  for  the  security  interests 
of  all.  Our  approach  offers  a  coherent 
whole  and  is  intended  to  be  applied  si- 
multaneously and  in  its  totality  in  the 
area  of  application. 

Rationale 

The  rationale  for  our  approach  is  as 

follows. 


The  present  concentration  of  forces 
in  the  area  from  the  Atlantic  to  the 
Urals  is  the  highest  ever  known  in 
peacetime  and  represents  the  greatest 
destructive  potential  ever  assembled. 
Overall  levels  of  forces,  particularly 
those  relevant  to  surprise  attack  and 
offensive  action  such  as  tanks,  artil- 
lery, and  armored  troop  carriers,  must, 
therefore,  be  radically  reduced.  It  is 
the  substantial  disparity  in  the  num- 
bers of  these  systems — all  capable  of 
rapid  mobility  and  high  firepower — 
which  most  threatens  stability  in  Eu- 
rope. These  systems  are  also  central  to 
the  seizing  and  holding  of  territory,  the 
prime  aim  of  any  aggressor. 

No  one  country  should  be  permit- 
ted to  dominate  Europe  by  force  of 
arms.  No  participant  should,  therefore, 
possess  more  than  a  fixed  proportion  of 
the  total  holdings  of  all  participants  in 
each  category  of  armaments,  commen- 
surate with  its  needs  for  self-defense. 

Addressing  the  overall  number  and 
nationality  of  forces  will  not,  by  itself, 
affect  the  stationing  of  armaments  out- 
side national  borders.  Additional  limits 
will  also  be  needed  on  forces  stationed 
in  other  countries'  territory. 

We  need  to  focus  on  both  the  levels 
of  armaments  and  the  state  of  readi- 
ness of  forces  in  those  areas  where  the 
concentration  of  such  forces  is  great- 
est, as  well  as  to  prevent  redeployment 
of  forces  withdrawn  from  one  part  of 
the  area  of  application  to  another.  It 
will,  therefore,  be  necessary  to  apply 
a  series  of  interlocking  sublimits  cov- 
ering forces  throughout  the  area, 
together  with  further  limits  on  arma- 
ments in  active  units. 

Specific  Measures 

The  following  specific  measures  within 
the  area  of  application  would  fulfill 
these  objectives: 

Rule  1:  Overall  Limit.  The  overall 
total  of  weapons  in  each  of  the  three 
categories  identified  below  will  at  no 
time  exceed: 

Main  Battle  Tanks  40,000 

Artillery  Pieces  33,000 

Armored  Troop  Carriers  56,000 

Rule  2:  Sufficiency.  No  one  coun- 
try may  retain  more  than  30%  of  the 
overall  limits  in  these  three  categories, 
i.e.: 

Main  Battle  Tanks  12,000 

Artillery  Pieces  10,000 

Armored  Troop  Carriers  16,800 
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Rule  3:  Stationed  Forces.  Among 
countries  belonging  to  a  treaty  of  alli- 
ance, neither  side  will  station  arma- 
ments outside  national  territory  in 
active  units  exceeding  the  following 
levels: 

Main  Battle  Tanks  3.200 

Artillery  Pieces  1.700 

Armored  Troop  Carriers  6.000 

Rule  4:  Sublimits.  In  the  areas  in- 
dicated below,  each  group  of  countries 
belonging  to  the  same  treaty  of  alliance 
shall  not  exceed  the  following  levels: 

(1)  In  the  area  consisting  of  Bel- 
gium. Denmark,  the  Federal  Republic 
of  Germany.  France.  Greece.  Iceland. 
Italy,  Luxembourg,  the  Netherlands, 
Norway.  Portugal.  Spain.  Turkey,  the 
United  Kingdom,  Bulgaria.  Czecho- 
slovakia, the  German  Democratic  Re- 
public, Hungary.  Poland,  Romania,  and 
the  territory  of  the  Soviet  Union  west 
of  the  Urals  comprising  the  Baltic.  Byel- 
orussian. Carpathian.  Moscow.  Volga, 
Urals.  Leningrad,  Odessa.  Kiev. 
Trans-Caucasus.  North  Caucasus  mili- 
tarv  districts: 


Main  Battle  Tanks 

Artillery 

Armored  Troop  Carriers 


20.000 
16.500 
28,000 
(of  which  no 
more  than  12.000 
armored  infantry 
fighting  vehicles  l 

(2)  In  the  area  consisting  of  Bel- 
gium, Denmark,  the  Federal  Republic 
of  Germany.  France.  Italy,  Luxem- 
bourg, the  Netherlands.  Portugal. 
Spain,  the  United  Kingdom.  Czech- 
oslovakia, the  German  Democratic  Re- 
public, Hungary.  Poland,  and  the 
territory  of  the  Soviet  Union  west  of 
the  Urals  comprising  the  Baltic.  Byel- 
orussian, Carpathian.  Moscow.  Volga. 
Urals  military  districts  in  active  units: 

Main  Battle  Tanks  11.300 

Artillery  9.000 

Armored  Troop  Carriers  20.000 

(3)  In  the  area  consisting  of  Bel- 
gium. Denmark,  the  Federal  Republic 
of  Germany.  France.  Italy.  Luxem- 
bourg, the  Netherlands,  the  United 
Kingdom.  Czechoslovakia,  the  German 
Democratic  Republic.  Hungary.  Poland, 
and  the  territory  of  the  Soviet  Union 
comprising  the  Baltic.  Byelorussian. 
Carpathian  military  districts  in  active 
units: 

Main  Battle  Tanks  10.300 

Artillery  7,600 

Armored  Troop  Carriers  18,000 


(4)  In  the  area  consisting  of  Bel- 
gium, the  Federal  Republic  of  Ger- 
many, Luxembourg,  the  Netherlands. 
Czechoslovakia,  the  German  Demo- 
cratic Republic,  and  Poland  in  active 
units: 

Main  Battle  Tanks  8,0* 

Artillery  4.500 

Armored  Troop  Carriers  11.000 

(5)  Rule  4  is  to  be  seen  as  an  inte- 
grated whole  which  will  only  be  applied 
simultaneously  and  across  the  entire 
area  from  the  Atlantic  to  the  Urals.  It 
will  be  for  the  members  of  each  alliance 
to  decide  how  they  exercise  their  enti- 
tlement under  all  of  these  measures. 

Rule  5:  Information  Exchange. 
Each  year  holdings  of  main  battle 
tanks,  armored  troop  carriers,  and  ar- 
tillery pieces  will  be  notified,  disag- 
gregated down  to  battalion  level.  This 
measure  will  also  apply  to  personnel  in 
both  combat  and  combat-support  units. 
Any  change  of  notified  unit  structures 
above  battalion  level,  or  any  measure 
resulting  in  an  increase  of  personnel 
strength  in  such  units,  will  be  subject 
to  notification,  on  a  basis  to  be  deter- 
mined in  the  course  of  the  negotiations. 

Measures  for  Stability.  Verification, 
and  Noncircumvention 

As  an  integral  part  of  the  agreement, 
there  will  be  a  need  for: 

•  Stabilizing  Measures:  To  buttress 
the  resulting  reductions  in  force  levels 
in  the  Atlantic-to-the-Urals  area. 
These  should  include  measures  of 
transparency,  notification,  and  con- 
straint applied  to  the  deployment, 
movement,  storage,  and  levels  of  readi- 
ness of  conventional  armed  forces 
which  include  conventional  armaments 
and  equipment: 

•  Verification  Arrangements:  To 
include  the  exchange  of  detailed  data 
about  forces  and  deployments,  with  the 
right  to  conduct  on-site  inspection,  as 
well  as  other  measures  designed  to  pro- 
vide assurance  of  compliance  with  the 
agreed  provisions: 

•  Noncircumvention  Provisions:  In- 
ter alia,  to  ensure  that  the  manpower 
and  equipment  withdrawn  from  any  one 
area  do  not  have  adverse  security  im- 
plications for  any  participant:  and 

•  Provision  for  temporarily  exceed- 
ing the  limits  set  down  in  Rule  4  for 
prenotified  exercises. 


The  Longer  Term 

In  the  longer  term,  and  in  the  light  of 
the  implementation  of  the  above  meas- 
ure, we  would  be  willing  to  contem- 
plate further  steps  to  enhance  stability 
and  security  in  Europe,  such  as  fur- 
ther reductions  or  limitations  of  con- 
ventional armaments  and  equipment 
and  the  restructuring  of  armed  forces 
to  enhance  defensive  capabilities  and 
further  to  reduce  offensive  capabilities. 


AMBASSADOR  MARESCA. 
MAR.  9.  19S9 

Let  me  first  join  with  those  colleagues 
who  preceded  me  and  express  the  grat- 
itude of  my  government  to  our  Austrian 
hosts  for  making  these  splendid  halls 
available  for  our  negotiation  and  for 
their  magnificent  hospitality  during 
the  past  few  days.  We  can  only  hope 
that  this  historic  setting  will  inspire  us 
all  to  the  highest  purpose  and  stand- 
ards of  statecraft. 

The  negotiations  we  are  inaugurat- 
ing today  will  be  about  security.  But  as 
we  commence  our  common  effort,  we 
will  do  well  to  recall  the  breadth  of  that 
concept.  If  our  experience  in  CSCE  has 
taught  us  anything,  it  has  been  that  the 
security  of  nations  can  neither  be  fully 
measured  nor  ultimately  achieved 
through  military  means  alone.  Indeed, 
the  military  confrontation  which  has 
plagued  Europe  for  40  years  is  the 
reflection — not  the  cause — of  the  politi- 
cal and  social  divisions  of  the  continent. 

As  Secretary  Baker  suggested  in 
his  speech  on  Monday  [March  6].  true 
and  lasting  security  for  all  the  nations 
and  peoples  of  Europe  can  only  be  built 
upon  a  foundation  of  confidence — 
confidence  of  nations  in  their  neighbors 
and  confidence  of  citizens  in  their 
governments. 

The  proposal  tabled  by  the  mem- 
bers of  the  North  Atlantic  alliance  to- 
day constitutes  an  important  step 
toward  building  this  kind  of  confidence 
in  the  area  of  military  affairs.  That  is 
why  the  United  States  fully  supports 
it. 

Nations  cannot  be  expected  to  re- 
duce their  military  forces  unless  they 
have  some  measure  of  confidence  that 
their  neighbors  harbor  no  hostile  inten- 
tions toward  them.  Massive  Soviet  and 
Warsaw  Pact  deployments  of  offen- 
sively capable  forces  throughout  central 
Europe,  as  well  as  on  the  flanks  of  the 
European  Continent,  do  not  inspire 
confidence.  Add  to  that  closed  fron- 
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tiers,  suppression  of  political  and  labor 
movements,  and  the  suffocating  secrecy 
which  has  shrouded  virtually  all  as- 
pects of  Warsaw  Pact  military  affairs, 
and  it  is  no  wonder  that  the  West,  for 
four  decades,  has  viewed  its  neighbors 
to  the  east  with  suspicion  and  fear. 

Our  proposal  is  designed  to  con- 
tinue the  task  of  reducing  this  wall  of 
suspicion.  The  measures  we  and  our  al- 
lies have  proposed  go  to  the  heart  of 
the  confidence  problem  in  European 
military  affairs.  Put  simply,  we  pro- 
pose that  all  European  states  should 
exchange  on  an  annual  basis  complete 
information  on  what  conventional 
forces  and  armaments  they  have  on  the 
European  Continent  and  where  they 
are  deployed.  To  deepen  our  confidence 
in  the  information  we  receive,  we  will 
press  for  the  right  to  evaluate  it 
directly. 

Further  we  and  our  allies  propose 
to  fortify  existing  regimes  of  inspec- 
tion and  observation  of  military  activ- 
ities to  buttress  our  understanding  of 
capabilities  and  intentions.  As  [British 
Foreign  Secretary]  Sir  Geoffrey  Howe 
said  on  Monday,  "A  good  idea  is  worth 
improving." 

We  have  also  proposed  an  innova- 
tive new  forum  where  representatives 
of  our  military  establishments  can  ex- 
press directly  to  each  other  their  views 
and  concerns.  I  think  we  can  be  genu- 
inely optimistic  on  the  prospects  for 
moving  in  the  direction  of  a  more  stable 
and  secure  future  for  Europe.  The  cli- 
mate of  East-West  relations  today  may 
be  more  conducive  to  advancing  the 
agenda  of  peace  and  security  than  at 
any  time  in  the  past  40  years.  The  "new 
thinking"  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  in 


some  countries  of  Eastern  Europe 
holds  out  the  possibility  of  a  change  in 
the  attitudes  of  those  governments  to- 
ward their  neighbors  and  their  citizens. 

However,  our  optimism  should  be 
tempered  by  realism  and  prudence. 
Just  as  there  are  opportunities  we  must 
pursue,  there  are  realities  we  cannot 
ignore.  The  cold  war  was  not  a  mirage. 
It  was  a  real  international  situation 
with  identifiable  characteristics — the 
political  division  of  Europe,  the  mil- 
itarization of  East-West  relations,  and 
the  competition  between  two  largely 
incompatible  social  and  economic  sys- 
tems. All  of  these  characteristics,  to  a 
greater  or  lesser  extent,  remain  with 
us  today. 

Nevertheless  we  need  not  be  hos- 
tages to  an  unhappy  past,  nor  even  to  a 
complicated  present.  No  aspect  of  East- 
West  relations  is  immune  to  change  for 
the  better.  In  that  regard,  we  welcome 
the  new  wind  blowing  from  the  East. 
Glasnost  and  perestroika  are  words 
which  have  ignited  hope  in  the  hearts  of 
millions  of  Europeans. 

But  our  hopes  for  a  more  stable  and 
peaceful  European  order  have  been 
disappointed  before.  We  in  the  West 
await  with  great  anticipation  the  deeds 
which  will  give  real  meaning  and  subs- 
tance to  the  slogans. 

We  welcome  the  opportunity  to  dis- 
cuss our  conventional  forces — they  are 
defensive  forces  and  have  never  posed  a 
threat  to  the  security  of  any  state  on 
this  continent.  We  are  equally  disposed 
to  discuss  the  extension  of  openness  in 
military  affairs.  Openness  presents  no 
challenge  to  the  Western  democracies; 
it  is  a  natural  characteristic  of  our  free 
societies. 


But  at  the  same  time,  we  will  judge 
all  proposals  made  in  these  talks  by  the 
same  rigorous  standards  which  we  have 
applied  to  the  measures  which  we  and 
our  allies  have  introduced  today.  Suc- 
cess in  our  endeavor  can  only  be  meas- 
ured in  terms  of  improved  security  for 
all  the  states  represented  here.  We  will 
not  enter  into  any  agreement  in  this 
negotiation  which  erodes  the  West's  ca- 
pacity to  defend  itself. 

The  task  at  hand — extending 
openness  and  confidence  in  military 
affairs — is  an  important  one.  But,  as  I 
noted  when  I  began,  our  efforts  are 
only  part  of  a  broader  process.  The  con- 
fidence and  openness  we  seek  in  mili- 
tary affairs  must  also  extend  to  the 
relationship  between  governments  and 
the  governed  throughout  Europe. 

Only  when  ideas,  people,  and  infor- 
mation move  freely  across  borders,  and 
individuals  everywhere  have  a  say  in 
the  decisions  which  affect  their  lives, 
will  we  be  able  to  achieve  a  Europe 
which  is  truly  stable  and  secure. 

These  thoughts  are  old  friends  to 
many  of  us;  an  attractive  alternative  to 
others;  unfortunately,  they  are  still 
perceived  as  a  threat  by  some.  Regard- 
less of  how  one  views  them,  however, 
these  simple  ideas  represent  the  fu- 
ture. It  is  our  sincere  hope  that  the  en- 
deavor which  we  are  commencing  today 
in  the  area  of  military  confidence- 
building  will  serve  to  advance  this 
larger  vision  of  openness  and  freedom 
for  all  Europeans. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  Mar.  13,  1989.  ■ 
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Update  on  Cambodia 


by  David  F.  Lambertson 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs  of  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  o)i 
March  1,  1989.  Mr.  Lambertson  is  Dep- 
uty Assistant  Secretary  for  East  Asian 
and  Pacific  Affairs.1 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear 
before  the  subcommittee  once  again  to 
discuss  the  current  situation  in  Cam- 
bodia and  our  policies  in  support  of 
efforts  to  achieve  an  acceptable  Cam- 
bodian settlement. 


The  Basic  Situation 

The  United  States  and  the  vast  major- 
ity of  nations  of  the  world  have  con- 
demned Vietnam's  illegal  occupation  of 
Cambodia  and  remain  united  in  calling 
for  Hanoi  both  to  withdraw  completely 
its  remaining  forces  and  to  join  with  all 
of  the  Cambodian  parties  in  a  conscien- 
tious effort  to  negotiate  a  settlement. 
We  are  convinced  that  only  a  compre- 
hensive political  solution  acceptable  to 
all  sides  can  bring  to  an  end  the  suffer- 
ing of  the  Cambodian  people,  reestab- 
lish a  free  and  independent  Cambodia, 
and  restore  regional  stability. 

In  this  context,  we  remain  un- 
alterably opposed  to  a  return  to  power 
of  the  Khmer  Rouge,  who  left  a  legacy 
of  brutality  and  depravity  from  their 
rule  during  the  1970s  and  whose  ac- 
tivities to  the  present  day  recall  that 
earlier  reign  of  terror.  A  durable  settle- 
ment in  this  conflict  must  contain  effec- 
tive measures  to  ensure  that  the  Khmer 
Rouge  can  never  regain  control  and 
subject  the  Cambodian  people  once 
again  to  the  horrors  of  the  past.  While 
the  precise  measures  to  be  adopted  re- 
main a  crucial  area  of  negotiation 
among  the  Cambodian  parties  and  then- 
supporters,  and  will  surely  require  di- 
rect involvement  of  the  international 
community,  it  is  clear  that  discredited 
Khmer  Rouge  leaders,  including  Pol 
Pot,  should  not  be  allowed  to  play  any 
role  in  a  future  Cambodian  Government. 

Vietnam's  Withdrawal 

This  past  year  the  United  States  wel- 
comed both  Hanoi's  pledge  in  May  to 
withdraw  50,000  troops  by  the  end  of 
the  year  and  its  subsequent  withdrawal 
of  a  significant  number  of  Vietnamese 


forces  from  Cambodia.  However,  we  es- 
timate that  only  35,000  troops  were  ac- 
tually withdrawn  in  the  second  half  of 
1988,  and  our  current  best  estimates, 
which  we  regularly  review,  are  that 
60,000-70,000  Vietnamese  troops  re- 
main in  Cambodia. 

Since  we  firmly  believe  that  Viet- 
nam's illegal  occupation  of  Cambodia — 
now  in  its  11th  year — is  the  root  cause 
of  the  conflict,  we  continue  to  urge 
Hanoi  to  issue  a  precise  timetable  for 
the  withdrawal  of  all  its  remaining 
forces  during  1989  and  to  allow  for  the 
verification  of  their  withdrawal.  Hanoi 
has  itself  raised  a  September  with- 
drawal as  possible  under  certain  condi- 
tions; we  would  encourage  Vietnam  to 
agree  to  this  timeframe  without  condi- 
tions. However,  I  want  to  stress  that 
Hanoi  must  carry  out  a  true  and  com- 
plete withdrawal — without  Vietnamese 
soldiers  remaining  in  Cambodian  uni- 
forms or  any  other  subterfuges  de- 
signed to  allow  Vietnam  to  retain 
control. 

We  stress  the  primary  importance 
of  the  Vietnamese  withdrawal  in  a 
Cambodian  settlement  for  two  reasons. 
Obviously,  the  Cambodian  people  will 
be  unable  to  reestablish  a  truly  sov- 
ereign and  independent  country  until 
Vietnam's  occupation  ends;  Cambodians 
must  be  allowed  to  determine  their  own 
future  free  from  Vietnam's  control.  In 
addition,  Vietnam's  invasion  of  Cam- 
bodia has  constituted  a  direct  threat  to 
the  security  of  Thailand — a  long-time 
friend  and  treaty  ally  of  ours — and  to 
regional  stability.  International  opposi- 
tion to  Vietnam's  aggression  is  over- 
whelming; the  vast  majority  of  the 
world  community  has  repeatedly  con- 
demned Vietnam's  actions,  most  pub- 
licly at  the  United  Nations  where  the 
annual  resolution  on  Cambodia  passes 
with  increasing  margins. 

In  addition  to  this  international 
censure,  it  is  apparent  that  the  Viet- 
namese people  have  paid  a  heavy  eco- 
nomic price  for  their  leaders'  military 
and  political  adventurism  in  Cambodia. 
The  benefits  of  stability  and  progress — 
which  other  nations  of  the  region 
enjoy — have  not  accrued  to  Vietnam, 
which  supports  the  fifth  largest  mili- 
tary force  in  the  world  but  has  become 
a  nation  in  extreme  poverty  sustained 
only  by  Soviet  largesse.  Clearly,  a 
settlement  in  Cambodia  would  permit 


Hanoi  to  devote  attention  and  resources 
toward  rectifying  Vietnam's  substantial 
economic  problems. 

I  would  like  to  add  that,  in  the 
context  of  an  acceptable  settlement  in 
Cambodia  which  includes  the  complete 
withdrawal  of  all  Vietnamese  troops,  we 
are  prepared  to  normalize  our  relations 
with  Vietnam.  The  Vietnamese  under- 
stand that  the  pace  and  scope  of  the 
development  of  our  relations  would  de- 
pend on  continued  progress  on  the 
POW/MIA  [prisoner  of  war/missing  in 
action]  issue.  As  we  have  said  repeat- 
edly, we  look  forward  to  normalizing 
our  relations  under  those  conditions. 
We  have  made  clear  to  Hanoi  that  co- 
operation on  the  POW/MIA  issue 
is  extremely  important  to  the  Admin- 
istration, the  American  people,  and 
Congress  and  that,  while  this  is  a  hu- 
manitarian issue  which  should  be  pur- 
sued separately  on  its  merits,  progress 
in  this  area  must  continue  if  there  is 
to  be  political  support  in  this  country 
for  a  fully  normalized  relationship. 

The  Negotiating  Process 

The  progress  made  to  date  toward  the 
eventual  complete  withdrawal  of  Viet- 
namese forces  from  Cambodia  under- 
lines the  importance  of  the  negotiating 
process  underway  to  achieve  an  accept- 
able and  comprehensive  negotiated  set- 
tlement. We  have  been  encouraged  by 
the  sustained  level  of  diplomatic  efforts 
during  the  past  year  and  have  wel- 
comed the  quickening  pace  of  the 
various  multilateral  and  bilateral 
discussions  in  the  last  3  months.  These 
have  already  resulted  in  agreements  in 
principle  on  some  of  the  elements  es- 
sential to  an  acceptable  solution — the 
coordination  of  a  Vietnamese  with- 
drawal with  reduction  of  outside  mili- 
tary assistance  to  all  parties,  for 
example. 

Nevertheless,  important  differ- 
ences remain — particularly  on  the 
formation  of  an  interim  government 
preceding  elections — and  we  continue 
to  urge  all  involved  parties  to  continue 
their  serious  efforts  to  reach  a  compre- 
hensive settlement.  We  believe  that  any 
agreement  which  fails  to  address  both 
the  external  and  internal  aspects 
of  Cambodia's  future  would  not  be 
sustainable. 
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In  this  context,  Hanoi  must  recog- 
nize its  special  responsibility  to  contrib- 
ute to  a  comprehensive  agreement. 
Having  created  the  present  situation 
through  its  invasion,  installation  of  a 
protege  regime  in  Phnom  Penh,  and  10- 
year  occupation,  Vietnam  cannot  limit 
its  participation  in  a  solution  to  its 
own  troop  withdrawal — no  matter  how 
important  that  step  may  be.  Hanoi 
must  play  an  active  and  direct  role 
in  the  settlement  process,  should  talk 
directly  with  [Cambodian]  Prince 
Sihanouk,  and  has  the  obligation  to  en- 
sure that  the  leaders  it  installed  in 
Phnom  Penh  adopt  reasonable  positions 
in  negotiations  among  the  Cambodian 
groups. 

The  U.S.  position  on  the  necessary 
components  of  an  acceptable  settlement 
is  clear:  the  verified  and  complete  with- 
drawal of  all  Vietnamese  forces,  effec- 
tive safeguards  against  a  Khmer  Rouge 
return  to  power,  and  the  restoration  of 
genuine  self-determination  to  the  Cam- 
bodian people.  We  believe  that  in  such 
a  solution  Prince  Sihanouk's  role  is  cru- 
cial as  leader  of  an  interim  government 
preceding  elections  and  as  the  focus  for 
national  unity. 

We  realize  that  only  the  Cambo- 
dians themselves  can  resolve  the  details 
of  their  own  future — whether  the  issue 
is  the  form  of  government  they  will 
have  or  the  country's  political  orienta- 
tion. We  only  hope  that  the  Cambodian 
people  have  an  opportunity  to  choose 
their  future  leaders  through  democratic 
means.  We  believe  that  the  Cambodians 
themselves  must  also  decide  if  it  is  bet- 
ter to  include  elements  of  the  Khmer 
Rouge,  minus  their  senior  leadership, 
as  part  of  an  interim  government  or 
leave  the  Khmer  Rouge  on  the  outside 
in  any  final  settlement. 

We  are  prepared  to  support  those 
practical  and  reasonable  measures 
which  will  help  achieve  the  goal  of  a 
truly  free,  independent,  and  peaceful 
Cambodia.  We  intend  to  continue  our 
close  and  active  consultations  regarding 
a  Cambodian  settlement  with  the  non- 
communist  Cambodian  groups,  the 
ASEAN  [Association  of  South  East 
Asian  Nations]  governments,  China, 
the  Soviet  Union,  and  other  interested 
parties. 


The  Noneommunists 

We  believe  that  continuity  in  our  ap- 
proach to  this  issue  is  warranted  and, 
indeed,  essential.  This  means  maintain- 
ing our  support  for  Prince  Sihanouk 
and  the  Cambodian  noncommunist 
resistance  (NCR)  in  their  valiant  strug- 
gle for  a  free  and  independent  Cam- 
bodia. The  organizations  of  Prince 
Sihanouk  and  of  former  Prime  Minister 
Son  Sann  have  improved  militarily.  Dur- 
ing the  past  year  especially,  both  the 
Sihanoukian  National  Army  (ANS)  and 
the  Khmer  People's  National  Liberation 
Front  (KPNLF)  have  strengthened 
their  forces  and  have  made  encouraging 
progress  in  expanding  their  presence  in 
the  interior  of  Cambodia.  We  believe 
that  they  could  become  an  increasingly 
viable  alternative  to  both  the  Viet- 
namese-supported People's  Republic  of 
Kampuchea  (P.R.K.)  and  the  mur- 
derous Khmer  Rouge,  and  that  they 
can  and  will  play  a  key  role  in  a  settle- 
ment which  serves  the  best  interests  of 
the  Cambodian  people. 

ASEAN  has  been  in  the  forefront 
in  supporting  the  Cambodian  NCR 
groups,  and  we  have  been  happy  to  be 
able  to  contribute  to  this  effort.  In  sup- 
port of  the  noncommunist  resistance, 
we  have  provided  for  the  supply  and 
transportation  of  nonlethal  material  as- 
sistance to  the  forces  of  both  Prince 
Sihanouk  and  Son  Sann  under  two  con- 
gressional appropriations.  Solarz  pro- 
gram assistance  consists  of  three  major 
components:  medical/malaria  preven- 
tion, training,  and  commodity  procure- 
ment. The  McCollum  program  provides 
excess  Department  of  Defense  stocks 
and  covers  administrative  and  transpor- 
tation expenses.  We  continually  evalu- 
ate and  assess  the  needs  of  the 
noncommunist  resistance  and  believe 
that  the  programs  that  are  in  place 
have  been  appropriate  and  effective.  In 
FY  [fiscal  year]  1989,  $5  million  has 
been  budgeted  for  nonlethal  assistance 
under  the  Solarz  program,  and  $500,000 
is  budgeted  under  the  McCollum 
program. 

However,  in  preparation  for  a  set- 
tlement in  Cambodia  and  to  strengthen 
the  noncommunist  resistance  to  help 
prevent  the  return  of  the  Khmer  Rouge 
to  power,  we  believe  that  our  assistance 
to  the  NCR  should  be  augmented.  For 
FY  1990,  we  have  requested  an  increase 
to  $7  million  for  the  Solarz  program 
and  $500,000  again  for  the  McCollum 


program.  In  this  regard,  we  hope  that 
the  current  cap  on  ESF  [economic  sup- 
port fund]  assistance  can  be  removed 
or,  if  it  remains,  that  it  will  be  set  at  a 
level  which  will  permit  maximum  flexi- 
bility in  responding  to  evolving  circum- 
stances. We  will  continue  to  review  our 
level  of  support  in  close  consultation 
with  congressional  leaders.  I  want  to 
note  with  appreciation  how  well  we 
have  been  able  to  work  together  on  this 
important  issue. 

ASEAN's  Role 

The  United  States  has  worked  closely 
and  energetically  with  the  ASEAN  na- 
tions to  resolve  the  Cambodia  situation. 
We  have  strongly  supported  ASEAN 
efforts  to  mobilize  the  international 
community  in  opposition  to  Vietnam's 
occupation.  We  believe  that  this  broadly 
based  effort  has,  over  the  years,  dem- 
onstrated to  Hanoi  the  economic  and 
diplomatic  consequences  of  its  policy  in 
Cambodia,  and  that  this  effort  should 
be  continued  until  Vietnam  has  ended 
its  occupation.  We  have  also  worked 
with  ASEAN  at  the  UN  General  As- 
sembly to  increase  the  margin  of  votes 
for  the  annual  resolution  on  Cambodia. 

On  the  regional  level,  we  have  wel- 
comed ASEAN's  energetic  and  sus- 
tained diplomatic  efforts  to  achieve  a 
comprehensive  solution  in  Cambodia 
through  its  Jakarta  informal  meeting 
process.  The  Jakarta  informal  meetings 
have  brought  together  the  parties  most 
directly  involved  in  the  Cambodian  con- 
flict— the  four  Cambodian  factions, 
Vietnam,  Laos,  and  ASEAN  members. 
While  not  achieving  dramatic  break- 
throughs, the  Jakarta  informal  meeting- 
process  has  helped  to  narrow  differ- 
ences on  the  wide  range  of  issues  in- 
volved in  a  comprehensive  agreement. 
The  first  Jakarta  meeting,  held  in  July 
1988,  reached  a  consensus  on  two 
points:  a  total  Vietnamese  withdrawal 
and  the  need  to  prevent  the  Khmer 
Rouge  from  regaining  control. 

Unfortunately,  it  appears  that  rela- 
tively little  progress  was  made  at  the 
second  Jakarta  informal  meeting,  Feb- 
ruary 19-21.  The  results  made  clear 
that  it  is  now  time  for  Hanoi  and 
Phnom  Penh  to  make  a  major  effort  to 
address  seriously  the  remaining  is- 
sues— particularly  the  formation  of  an 
interim  government  preceding  elections 
in  Cambodia  and  the  establishment  of 
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an  international  presence  sufficiently 
strong  to  carry  out  its  duties  in  support 
of  a  settlement.  We  urge  ASEAN  to 
continue  its  efforts  and  encourage  its 
member  governments  to  maintain  the 
strong  sense  of  unity  characteristic  of 
that  organization  as  they  work  together 
to  achieve  an  acceptable  solution  in 
Cambodia.  The  United  States  will  con- 
tinue to  support  fully  ASEAN's  efforts. 

Other  Countries 

In  addition  to  our  frequent  contacts 
with  the  ASEAN  states,  we  have  made 
Cambodia  a  priority  in  our  discussions 
with  other  interested  governments — in 
particular  with  both  the  Soviet  Union 
and  China.  Cambodia  was  discussed 
during  the  President's  recent  Asian 
trip,  for  example — which  as  you  know 
also  included  a  meeting  with  Prince 
Sihanouk  in  Beijing.  We  believe  it  is 
important  that  the  Chinese  and  Sovi- 
ets, as  major  supporters  of  opposing 
factions,  continue  their  bilateral  di- 
alogue on  Cambodia  as  well. 

Other  governments,  such  as  those 
of  Japan,  France,  and  the  United  King- 
dom, have  also  been,  and  will  remain, 
important  points  of  contact  for  us  on 
this  subject.  These  discussions  should 
enhance  prospects  for  a  settlement  as 
we  endeavor,  singly  and  together,  to  ex- 
ert a  constructive  influence  on  the  par- 
ties directly  concerned  to  make  the 
necessary  decisions  to  restore  to  Cam- 
bodia peace,  security,  and  a  system  of 
government  which  represents  the  aspi- 
rations of  its  people. 

The  international  community  as  a 
whole — including  the  United  States — 
will  also  have  a  critical  role  to  play  in 
sustaining  a  Cambodian  settlement 
through  its  continued  close  attention  to 
the  evolving  situation  inside  Cambodia 
following  a  settlement  and  its  support 
for  an  effective  international  monitoring 
presence. 

The  Khmer  Rouge  Problem 

We  fully  share  the  serious  concern  of 
the  international  community  regarding 
the  possibility  that  the  withdrawal  of 
Vietnamese  troops  might  lead  to  the 
return  to  power  of  the  Khmer  Rouge — 
which  we  believe  is  their  long-term 
goal.  We  are  totally  and  categorically 
opposed  to  a  dominant  role  for  the 
Khmer  Rouge  in  Cambodia's  future.  An 
acceptable  settlement  must  contain  ef- 
fective and  workable  safeguards  to  pre- 


Cambodia — A  Profile 


Geography 

Area:  181,040  sq.  km.  (69,900  sq.  mi.);  about 
the  size  of  Missouri.  Cities:  Capital — 
Phnom  Penh  (pop.  700,000  est.).  Other 
cities — Battambang,  Siem  Reap,  Kompong 
Cham,  Kompong  Som,  Kompong  Thorn.  Ter- 
rain: Central  plain  drained  by  the  Tonle  Sap 
(Great  Lake)  and  Mekong  and  Bassac  Riv- 
ers. Heavy  forests  away  from  the  river  and 
lake,  mountains  in  the  southwest  (Card- 
amom Mountains)  and  north  (Dangrek 
Mountains)  along  the  border  with  Thailand. 
Climate:  Tropical  monsoon  with  rainy 
season  June-October  and  dry  season 
November-May. 


People 

Nationality:  Noun  and  adjective — 
Cambodian(s),  Khmer.  Population  (1989): 
6.84  million.  Avg.  annual  growth  rate: 
2.2%.  Density:  37/sq.  km.  (99/sq.  mi.).  Eth- 
nic groups:  Khmer  90%,  Chinese  5%,  hill 
tribes,  small  numbers  of  Burmese  and  Viet- 
namese. Religions:  Theravada  Buddhism 
95%,  Islam,  animism,  atheism.  Languages: 
Khmer  (official)  spoken  by  more  than  95%  of 
the  population,  including  minorities.  Some 
French  still  spoken.  Education:  Literacy — 
approx.  48%.  Health:  Life  expectancy — men 
47  yrs.;  women  50  yrs. 

Government 

Government  is  disputed  between  resistance 
coalitions  and  Vietnamese-installed  authori- 
ties in  Phnom  Penh.  No  single  authority  con- 
trols the  entire  country. 

Administrative  subdivisions:  18  prov- 
inces and  one  autonomous  municipality. 

Flag:  Democratic  Kampuchea — a  red 
field  with  three  stylized  yellow  towers 
(repre- 


sentative of  Angkor  Wat)  in  the  center. 
Noncommunists — two  horizontal  blue 
bands,  divided  by  a  wider  red  band  on  which 
is  centered  a  white  stylized  representation 
of  Angkor  Wat.  People's  Republic  of 
Kampuchea — a  red  field  with  five  stylized 
yellow  towers. 

Economy 

GNP:  $570  million  (1988).  Per  capita  GNP: 

Estimated  less  than  $100. 

Natural  resources:  Timber,  gemstones, 
some  iron  ore,  manganese  and  phosphate, 
hydroelectric  potential  from  Mekong  River. 

Agriculture:  About  4,848,000  hectares 
(12  million  acres)  are  unforested  land;  all 
are  arable  with  irrigation  but  less  than  2 
million  hectares  are  cultivated.  Products — 
rice,  rubber,  corn,  meat,  vegetables,  dairy 
products,  sugar,  flour. 

Industry:  Types — rice  milling,  fishing, 
wood  and  wood  products,  textiles,  cement, 
some  rubber  production  but  largely  aban- 
doned since  1975. 

Trade:  Figures  not  available.  Exports 
(est.  at  $3  million,  1986) — dried  fish,  rubber, 
pepper,  wood,  rice.  Major  partners — 
Vietnam,  USSR,  Eastern  Europe.  Imports 
(est.  at  $17  million,  1986)— food,  petroleum 
and  lubricants,  machinery,  insecticides.  Ma- 
jor partners — Vietnam,  USSR,  Eastern 
Europe. 

Official  exchange  rate:  Approx.  100 
riel  =  US$l.  Free  market  rate  varies. 

Economic  aid:  Unknown  amounts  from 
USSR  and  Eastern  Europe  to  areas  under 
Phnom  Penh  control.  Some  humanitarian  aid 
from  the  UN  and  private  groups.  UN  relief 
efforts  coordinated  by  the  Secretary  Gen- 
eral's Special  Representative  for  Human- 
itarian Assistance  to  the  Kampuchean 
People  provided  more  than  $40  million  per 
year  in  assistance,  most  of  it  for  displaced 
Khmer  along  the  Thai-Cambodian  border. 

Membership  in  International 
Organizations 

UN  and  and  some  of  its  specialized  and  re- 
lated agencies,  including  the  World  Bank 
and  International  Monetary  Fund  (IMF) 
(both  unattended  since  1975);  Asian  Devel- 
opment Bank  (ADB);  Group  of  77;  World 
Federation  of  Trade  Unions  for  Coalition 
Government  of  Democratic  Kampuchea 
(CGDK);  none  for  People's  Republic  of  Kam- 
puchea (PRK). 


Taken  from  (with  some  figures  updated)  the 
Background  Notes  of  April  1987,  published 
by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Affairs,  Depart- 
ment of  State.  Editor:  Juanita  Adams.  ■ 
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vent  this  from  happening.  This  is  not  a 
simple  requirement  since  the  Khmer 
Rouge  retain  significant  military 
strength  in  comparison  with  the  other 
Cambodian  factions.  We  also  oppose 
domination  by  the  Vietnamese-imposed 
Phnom  Penh  regime,  the  communist 
P.R.K.,  which  now  has  the  largest 
number  of  troops  of  the  four  factions. 
Its  sway,  too,  must  be  constrained 
in  a  settlement. 

ASEAN,  Prince  Sihanouk,  and  oth- 
ers— including  China — have  proposed  a 
number  of  concrete  measures  for  con- 
trolling the  Khmer  Rouge — as  well  as 
the  P.R.K. — which  merit  very  serious 
consideration. 

•  Free,  internationally  supervised 
elections  are  a  requirement  accepted  by 
all  Cambodian  parties;  we  cannot  imag- 
ine that  the  Cambodian  people  would 
willingly  vote  for  the  return  of  the 
Khmer  Rouge  to  power. 

•  The  discredited  senior  Khmer 
Rouge  leaders  most  responsible  for 
heinous  crimes  against  the  Cambodian 
people,  including  Pol  Pot,  must  be  pre- 
vented from  playing  a  role  in  a  future 
Cambodian  Government  (e.g.,  through 
their  removal  abroad). 

•  The  forces  of  the  four  Cambodian 
factions  might  be  frozen  in  location, 
reduced  to  equal  numbers,  and/or  pos- 
sibly disarmed  under  international 
monitoring. 

•  Outside  arms  shipments  to  the 
Khmer  Rouge — and  to  the  P.R.K. — 
must  be  ended. 

•  International  access  to  Khmer 
Rouge  camps  along  the  Cambodian-Thai 
border  must  be  improved — and  efforts 
made  to  allow  freedom  of  choice  to  the 
unfortunate  people  who  may  be  in  them 
involuntarily  and  to  reduce  the  Khmer 
Rouge  ability  to  impress  young  people 
as  soldiers  and  porters. 

•  An  international  conference 
should  be  held,  once  there  is  agreement 
on  the  basic  elements  of  a  settlement, 
to  mobilize  the  international  community 
to  guarantee  and  support  the  settle- 
ment agreement  with  special  attention 
to  its  provisions  relating  to  the  control 
of  the  Khmer  Rouge. 

•  There  is  a  growing  international 
consensus  that  there  must  be  an  inter- 
national presence  established  in  Cam- 
bodia sufficiently  strong  to  be  able  to 
monitor  effectively  the  Vietnamese 
withdrawal,  a  cease-fire,  and  other 
provisions.  By  whatever  title  this 
should  be  an  armed  peacekeeping 
force — probably  under  UN  auspices. 


•  Finally,  a  comprehensive  settle- 
ment should  provide  for  a  body  to  mon- 
itor the  human  rights  situation  and 
publicize  throughout  the  world  any 
Cambodian  human  rights  violations. 
Evidence  of  the  true  nature  of  the 
Khmer  Rouge  was  readily  available  well 
before  1975,  but  people  gave  it  insuffi- 
cient attention,  and  Cambodia  paid  a 
terrible  price.  We  must  not  let  a  similar 
situation  recur. 

China's  Support 

for  the  Khmer  Rouge 

We  have  discussed  with  China,  on  a 
regular  basis,  the  need  to  control  the 
Khmer  Rouge  in  the  context  of  a  settle- 
ment. I  would  note  that  during  the  last 
9  months  there  has  been  a  significant 
evolution  in  China's  position  regarding 
the  Khmer  Rouge.  Last  July  1,  a  Chi- 
nese statement  called  for  the  establish- 
ment of  a  four-party  coalition  with 
Prince  Sihanouk  in  charge  while  Viet- 
nam withdrew  and  the  imposition  of  a 
freeze  on  Cambodian  forces,  noting 
"these  forces  should  refrain  from  get- 
ting involved  in  politics  and  interfering 
in  the  general  election."  It  asserted 
that  the  leaders  of  each  of  the  factions 
in  the  coalition  would  have  to  be  ac- 
ceptable to  the  other  factions — suggest- 
ing that  Pol  Pot  and  others  of  his  ilk 
could  have  no  role.  In  November,  for 
the  first  time,  the  Chinese  accepted,  in 
principle,  a  reduction  of  military  as- 


sistance simultaneous  with  a  verified 
Vietnamese  withdrawal.  Based  on  its 
public  statements  as  well  as  our  private 
discussions,  we  believe  that  Beijing 
does  not  support  a  return  to  power  by 
the  Khmer  Rouge. 

We  will  continue  to  work  to  define 
with  more  precision  the  elements  of  an 
acceptable,  comprehensive  Cambodian 
settlement  and  seek  to  ensure  that  it 
contains  the  safeguards  necessary  to 
assure  a  stable  and  secure  future  for 
that  country.  We  expect  continued  prog- 
ress toward  a  solution  in  the  months 
ahead,  although  there  are  likely  to  be 
setbacks  as  well,  and  we  cannot  predict 
just  when  this  tragic  conflict,  in  fact, 
will  end.  But  the  end  is  drawing  closer, 
and  we  are  heartened  that  this  is  so. 
We  hope  that  the  Cambodian  people — 
those  who  have  suffered  under  the 
Khmer  Rouge  and  Phnom  Penh  regimes 
and  those  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
Cambodians  who  were  caused  to  flee  to 
camps  along  the  Cambodian-Thai 
border — will  be  able  soon  to  return 
once  more  to  normal  lives  in  a  nation  at 
peace — a  free  and  independent  Cam- 
bodia. For  there  to  be  any  other  out- 
come would  be  a  tragedy  for  us  all. 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hear- 
ings will  be  published  by  the  committee  and 
will  be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Of- 
fice, Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


Burma:  Political  Situation 
and  Human  Rights 


by  David  F.  Lambertson 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs  of  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  on 
March  2,  1989.  Mr.  Lambertson  is  Dep- 
uty Assistant  Secretary  for  East  Asian 
and  Pacific  Affairs.1 

For  26  years  prior  to  September  1988, 
Burma  was  a  single-party  dictatorship 
dominated  by  the  military  which  pur- 
sued a  socialist  economic  policy.  In  a 
popular,  essentially  nonviolent  uprising 
unprecedented  in  the  nation's  postinde- 
pendence  history,  millions  of  Burmese 
demanded,  late  last  summer,  that  the 
regime  step  down  to  make  way  for  a  re- 
turn to  a  multiparty,  democratic  politi- 
cal system.  On  September  18-19,  the 


military  leadership  reasserted  control 
when  the  military  seized  power.  In  the 
days  following,  troops  suppressed  open 
political  dissent,  sometimes  violently. 

Political  Situation 

Long  before  the  dramatic  events  of  Au- 
gust and  September  1988,  Burma  had 
been  gripped  by  a  variety  of  insurgen- 
cies, most  based  on  ethnic  minority 
groups  and  some  dating  as  far  back  as 
the  days  immediately  following  inde- 
pendence from  Great  Britain  in  1948. 
Some  of  the  ethnically  based  insur- 
gents are  fighting  for  a  measure  of  au- 
tonomy, if  no  longer  for  outright 
independence.  But  most  insurgent 
groups  are  no  more  than  narcotics  syn- 
dicates with  private  armies.  The  Bur- 
ma Communist  Party,  the  only 
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insurgent  group  with  stated  political 
objectives  based  in  ideology,  encour- 
ages opium  production  and  traffics  in 
narcotics  to  sustain  itself.  Though 
these  groups  have  been  confined  to  re- 
mote areas  on  Burma's  periphery — for 
the  most  part — and  pose  no  serious 
threat  to  the  central  government,  the 
Ne  Win  government  used  its  continued 
existence  to  justify  in  part  the  need  for 
authoritarian  rule,  including  the  opera- 
tion of  an  extensive  security  apparatus. 

The  upheavals  of  the  summer  of 
1988  followed  riots  by  students  and 
workers  in  June  protesting  police  bru- 
tality against  students  the  previous 
March,  repression  of  political  rights, 
and  the  government's  mishandling  of 
Burma's  economy.  In  late  July,  the 
leader  of  Burma  and  chairman  of  the 
ruling  Burma  Socialist  Program  Party 
(BSPP),  Ne  Win,  abruptly  resigned  the 
party  chairmanship.  The  choice  of  Sein 
Lwin — widely  regarded  as  responsible 
for  numerous  deaths  of  protestors  dur- 
ing earlier  demonstrations — as  his  suc- 
cessor touched  off  new  antigovernment 
demonstrations.  Efforts  to  suppress 
them  by  lethal  force  provoked  even 
larger  scale  demonstrations,  forcing 
Sein  Lwin's  resignation  after  only  17 
days  in  office. 

Sein  Lwin  was  succeeded  by 
Maung  Maung,  a  moderate  and  re- 
spected civilian.  Confronted  by  con- 
tinuing demonstrations,  Maung  Maung 
pledged  a  national  referendum  for  a 
multiparty  system  to  be  followed  by 
elections  if  the  referendum  passed. 
Popular  distrust  of  the  government, 
however,  resulted  in  a  rejection  of  this 
concession  and  continuing  demonstra- 
tions and  strikes,  which  brought  the 
country  to  a  standstill  and  disrupted 
law  and  order.  The  army  then  swept 
Maung  Maung  aside  and  formally  took 
power.  Army  loyalties  to  Ne  Win  re- 
main strong,  and  most  observers  see 
the  former  ruler's  hand  behind  the  mili- 
tary takeover  and  subsequent  forceful 
repression  of  demonstrators.  As  it 
suppressed  opposition  by  massive  ap- 
plication of  force,  the  military  leader- 
ship vowed  to  hold  multiparty  elections 
and  to  relinquish  power  to  the  result- 
ing government.  Over  180  parties  have 
since  registered  to  contest  the  elec- 
tions, including  the  successor  of 
the  BSPP,  the  National  Unity  Party. 

Of  this  multitude,  the  principal  po- 
litical party  in  Burma  appears  to  be 
the  National  League  for  Democracy 
(NLD),  led  by  a  former  general,  Tin  Oo, 
and  Aung  San  Suu  Kyi,  daughter  of  the 


Burma— A  Profile 


Geography 

Area:  678,576  sq.  km.  (262,000  sq.  mi.); 
slightly  smaller  than  Texas.  Cities: 
Capital — Rangoon  (pop.  2.5  million).  Other 
cities — Mandalay,  Moulmein.  Terrain: 
Varied.  Climate:  Tropical,  monsoon. 


People 

Nationality:  Noun  and  adjective — Bur- 
mese (sing,  and  pi.).  Population  (1987): 
37,900,000.  Annual  growth  rate:  2%. 
Ethnic  groups:  Burman  68%,  Shan  9%, 
Karen  7%,  Rakhine  4%,  Chinese  3%,  In- 
dian 2%.  Religions:  Buddhist  85%;  Mus- 
lim, traditional,  Christian,  other  13%. 
Languages:  Burmese,  ethnic  languages. 
Education:  Attendance — 84%.  Years  com- 
pulsory— 4.  Literacy — 66%.  Health:  Infant 
mortality  rate — 96/1,000.  Life  expectancy — 
57  yrs.  Work  force  (14.8  million  est.): 
Agriculture — 66.1%.  Industry — 12%. 
Trade— 9.7%.  Government— 10.6%. 

Government 

With  the  military's  assumption  of  govern- 
mental authority  on  September  18,  1988, 
all  civil  government  activities  were  sus- 
pended, including  the  executive,  legisla- 
tive, and  judicial  branches.  These  functions 
are  now  exercised  by  the  military  au- 
thorities. Military  State  Law  and  Order 
Restoration  Councils  replaced  the  previous 
civilian  Councils  of  State.  As  of  December 
1988,  military  government  remained  in  ef- 
fect pending  promised  national  multiparty 
elections  and  eventual  transfer  of  power  to 
an  elected  civilian  government. 

Type:  Interim  military  government. 
Independence:  Jan.  4,  1948.  Constitution: 
The  previously  applicable  constitution  was 
ratified  on  Jan.  3,  1974.  It  is  not  known 
which  of  the  constitution's  provisions  are 


considered  relevant  by  the  governing  mili- 
tary authorities. 

Subdivisions:  Seven  divisions  (ethnic 
Burman  majority)  and  seven  states  (non- 
Burman  majority). 

Political  parties:  As  of  December 
1988,  there  were  more  than  140  registered 
political  parties.  All  have  been  created 
since  the  military  takeover  in  September 
1988. 

Central  government  budget  (1986): 
$4,368  billion,  including  expenditures  of 
state  economic  enterprises. 

Defense  (1985  est.):  4.2%  of  GDP. 

Flag:  Red  with  blue  canton;  in  the 
canton,  a  white  cogwheel  and  rice  stalk 
encircled  with  14  white  stars. 

National  holiday:  Independence  Day, 
Jan.  4. 

Economy 

GDP  (Burmese  FY  1985-86  in  current  dol- 
lars): $8  billion.  Annual  growth  rate: 
l%-4%.  Per  capita  income:  $210.  Avg.  in- 
flation rate  (last  4  yrs.):  6%. 

Natural  resources:  Oil,  timber,  tin, 
tungsten,  copper,  lead,  precious  stones. 

Agriculture  (27%  of  GDP):  Products- 
rice,  beans  and  pulses,  maize  and  oilseeds, 
peanuts,  sugarcane. 

Industry  (10%  of  GDP):  Types— food, 
textiles,  timber  products,  petroleum,  con- 
struction materials. 

Trade  (FY  1986):  Exports— $500  mil- 
lion f.o.b.:  rice,  teak  and  hardwoods,  base 
metals  and  ores.  Major  markets — Japan, 
Western  Europe,  ASEAN  countries. 
Imports — $620  million  f.o.b.:  machinery, 
tools,  transportation  equipment,  spare 
parts.  Major  suppliers — Japan,  Western 
Europe,  ASEAN. 

Official  exchange  rate:  lSDR  =  Kyat 
8.551;  6.9  Kyat=US$l  (Mar.  1988). 

Fiscal  year:  April  1-Mar.  31  (since 
April  1974). 

Membership  in 
International  Organizations 

UN  and  some  of  its  specialized  and  related 
agencies,  including  the  World  Bank,  Inter- 
national Finance  Corporation  (IFC),  Inter- 
national Development  Association  (IDA), 
International  Monetary  Fund  (IMF),  Gen- 
eral Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade 
(GATT);  Seabeds  Committee;  Asian  Devel- 
opment Bank;  Colombo  Plan. 


Taken  from  the  Background  Notes  of  Feb- 
ruary 1989,  published  by  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Affairs,  Department  of  State. 
Editor:  Juanita  Adams.  ■ 
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founder  of  modern  Burma.  The  NLD 
appears  to  command  the  support  of  a 
great  many  Burmese  in  various  re- 
gions of  the  country  and  is  perceived  as 
the  principal  opponent  of  the  military 
regime.  While  the  NLD  has  not  offi- 
cially stated  whether  it  will  participate 
in  an  election,  most  observers  predict 
it  will. 

Former  Prime  Minister  U  Nu  is  as- 
sociated with  the  Democracy  Party;  its 
relative  strength  is  not  reckoned  to  be 
on  a  par  with  the  NLD.  The  National 
Unity  Party  is  viewed  as  essentially  a 
re-creation  of  the  old  Burma  Socialist 
Program  Party,  which  ruled  Burma 
from  1962  until  it  was  dissolved  last 
September.  The  NUP  does  appear 
to  receive  to  some  extent  preferen- 
tial treatment  from  the  military 
government. 

Of  the  185  or  so  other  parties,  the 
vast  majority  are  very  small  local 
groups,  many  of  which  are  little  more 
than  debating  societies.  We  have  re- 
ports that  some  parties,  perhaps  30  to 
40,  have  actively  discussed  an  electoral 
alliance  with  the  NLD. 

On  February  17  of  this  year,  the 
government's  election  commission  an- 
nounced a  timetable  which  calls  for  an 
election  in  April  or  May  1990.  No  pre- 
cise date  has  been  set.  The  commis- 
sion's announcement  stated  that  an 
election  law  would  be  issued  by 
March  1,  1989,  to  be  followed  by  consul- 
tation with  the  political  parties.  It  did 
not  give  any  indication  when  restric- 
tions on  public  gatherings  would  be 
lifted  or  when  political  parties  would 
be  allowed  access  to  the  news  media. 

Foreign  Assistance 

As  regards  foreign  assistance,  Burma's 
principal  bilateral  donors — Japan,  West 
Germany,  and  ourselves — suspended 
assistance  to  Burma  last  August  and 
September.  At  that  time,  we  stated 
that  we  looked  forward  to  resuming  as- 
sistance when  conditions  in  Burma  per- 
mitted us  to  do  so.  We  are  looking  for 
meaningful  political  and  economic  re- 
form in  Burma  before  resuming 
assistance. 

The  World  Bank  and  Asian  Devel- 
opment Bank  (ADB)  have  continued  to 
disburse  funds  for  previously  existing 
assistance  projects  since  the  Septem- 
ber 1988  military  takeover.  However, 
we  do  not  now  expect  either  the  World 
Bank  or  the  ADB  to  approve  any  new 
loans  for  Burma.  World  Bank  disburse- 
ments this  year  for  Burma  will  amount 


to  approximately  $25-$30  million,  and 
ADB  funding  significantly  less. 

The  assistance  cutoffs  by  Burma's 
donors  have  no  doubt  had  a  substantial 
impact.  In  recent  years,  Burma  de- 
pended overwhelmingly  on  foreign  aid 
to  remain  solvent,  and  its  current  for- 
eign exchange  holdings  are  now  vir- 
tually nil.  The  regime  has  stopped 
servicing  much  of  its  debt,  although  it 
has  not  repudiated  any  of  it,  and  has 
had  to  resort  to  barter  arrangements 
to  secure  supplies  of  many  basic  goods 
which  must  be  imported.  In  the  circum- 
stances, we  see  the  prospect  of  a  re- 
sumption of  aid  as  an  important  incen- 
tive to  the  military  authorities  to  keep 
their  promise  of  free,  fair,  multiparty 
elections. 

In  February  of  this  year,  Japan  an- 
nounced its  decision  to  recognize  offi- 
cially the  Saw  Maung  government. 
With  recognition,  Japanese  law  re- 
quires resumed  funding  of  official 
aid  projects. 

We  have  no  desire  to  see  the  plight 
of  the  Burmese  people  worsened  by 
suspension  of  projects  clearly  intended 
for  their  benefit.  However,  we  are  con- 
cerned that  continued  funding  of  a  va- 
riety of  assistance  projects  may  well 
reduce  incentives  for  the  regime  to  im- 
plement both  political  and  economic 
reforms. 

Human  Rights 

With  regard  to  human  rights,  the  situa- 
tion for  many  years  has  been  far  from 
satisfactory.  The  annual  human  rights 
reports  submitted  to  Congress  have  de- 
tailed the  areas  of  particular  concern, 
and  I  will  not  repeat  all  of  them  here. 

Within  the  past  year,  there  were 
large-scale  indiscriminate  killings  of 
Burmese  citizens  by  the  regime's  secu- 
rity forces.  Official  versions  of  these  in- 
cidents have  been  widely  at  variance 
with  numerous  eyewitness  accounts  by 
foreign  diplomats,  journalists,  and  oth- 
er observers.  Observers  estimate  that 
in  Rangoon  several  hundred  were  killed 
by  police  during  antigovernment  riots 
in  March  and  June,  although  it  is  im- 
possible to  confirm  these  figures. 

During  the  week  of  August  8-13, 
troops  opened  fire  on  unarmed  citizens 
protesting  Sein  Lwin's  accession  to 
power.  At  least  several  hundred  people 
were  killed,  but  actual  numbers  can 
never  be  known. 

On  September  19,  troops  in  a 
number  of  Burmese  cities,  including 
Rangoon,  opened  fire  on  demonstrators 
protesting  the  military  takeover.  In 


one  instance,  shootings  occurred  in 
front  of  the  U.S.  Embassy  and  were  ob- 
served by  Embassy  personnel.  From 
eyewitness  accounts,  body  counts  in  the 
hospitals,  and  photographic  evidence, 
U.S.  and  other  observers  estimate 
possibly  1,000  people  were  killed  in 
Rangoon  during  the  September  19-21 
period.  During  both  episodes  of  shoot- 
ing in  August  and  September,  the  Unit- 
ed States  expressed  directly  to 
the  Burmese  authorities  our  concern 
and  urged  that  the  shooting  cease 
immediately. 

Following  the  September  takeover, 
military  authorities  rounded  up  many 
young  people  in  Rangoon  and  elsewhere 
and  reportedly  pressed  them  into  serv- 
ice as  porters  in  areas  where  the 
military  continues  to  battle  various  in- 
surgent groups.  In  the  past,  this  prac- 
tice had  been  reported  as  common  in 
the  areas  where  insurgent  groups  are 
active,  primarily  areas  inhabited  by 
minority  group  peoples.  This  was  the 
first  instance  that  we  are  aware  of, 
however,  where  the  military  pressed 
ethnic  Burmans  into  such  service. 

According  to  a  number  of  reports 
from  those  who  escaped  or  otherwise 
survived  the  experience,  treatment  of 
impressed  porters  was  harsh.  They 
were  made  to  carry  heavy  loads  of  dan- 
gerous ordnance,  given  little  to  eat  or 
drink,  and  made  to  walk  in  advance  of 
troops  when  ambushes  or  booby  traps 
were  expected.  There  are  reported  in- 
stances of  porters  who  were  wounded 
and  simply  being  left  to  die. 

Also  following  the  September  mili- 
tary takeover,  perhaps  as  many  as  sev- 
eral thousand  students  who  had  been 
active  in  antiregime  protest  activity 
fled  Rangoon  and  other  urban  areas  to 
escape  feared  retribution.  Some  in- 
tended to  join  insurgent  groups  or  to 
form  their  own;  others  simply  sought  to 
save  their  lives.  The  military  govern- 
ment announced  that  those  who  re- 
turned would  not  be  harmed  and  set  up 
repatriation  centers  to  assist  students 
turning  themselves  in.  Some  availed 
themselves  of  these  centers  and  others 
simply  returned  on  their  own. 

Reports  began  to  surface  in  late 
1988  that  some  of  these  returning  stu- 
dents had  been  arrested,  tortured,  and 
even  executed.  While  we  have  no  hard 
evidence  to  confirm  these  reports  and 
the  military  authorities  have  denied 
them,  we  regarded  some  of  them  to  be 
at  least  sufficiently  credible  to  warrant 
raising  the  matter  with  the  military 
government.  Also  in  late  1988,  the  Thai 
and  Burmese  Governments  concluded 
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an  agreement  for  the  repatriation  of 
students  wishing  to  return  home  from 
Thailand.  We  have  no  reason  to  believe 
that  any  of  these  students  to  date  have 
been  subjected  to  human  rights  abuses 
by  Burmese  authorities,  but  we  remain 
concerned  about  the  lack  of  adequate 
means  to  monitor  their  welfare. 

We  also  have  no  reason  to  believe 
Thai  authorities  have  forced  the  re- 
patriation of  Burmese  students  from 
Thailand,  but  we  have  consulted  with 
the  Royal  Thai  Government  to  express 
our  concern  that  students  returned 
from  Thailand  not  be  mistreated  by  the 
Burmese  regime  and  about  the  lack  of 
monitoring  once  students  have  gone 
back. 

Summary 

In  summing  up  the  situation  in  Burma, 
we  believe  there  is  no  question  but  that 
the  majority  of  Burmese  want  a  com- 
plete overhaul  of  their  country's  politi- 
cal and  economic  systems.  They  took  to 
the  streets  of  Burma's  cities  and  towns 
in  unprecedented  numbers  last  summer 
to  demonstrate  on  behalf  of  a  return  to 
multiparty  democracy.  For  a  brief  mo- 
ment, it  looked  like  they  would  succeed 
in  forcing  the  one-party  dictatorship  to 
give  them  what  they  wanted.  The  mili- 
tary's bloody  intervention  in  September- 
was  a  severe  setback  to  their  hopes  and 
the  hopes  of  those  around  the  world 
who  sympathized  with  their  aspira- 
tions. In  the  period  since,  the  military 
regime  has  sought  retribution  against 
many  of  those  most  active  in  the  pro- 
test movement  and  committed  serious 
human  rights  violations  in  the  process. 

On  the  positive  side  of  the  balance 
sheet,  however,  it  needs  to  be  noted 
that  the  regime  has  insisted  from  the 
outset  that  it  did  not  seek  power  for 
power's  sake  and  that  it  would  organize 
and  hold  elections  once  law  and  order 
were  restored.  It  allowed  the  registra- 
tion of  political  parties  and  some  party 
organizational  activity.  The  election 
commission  established  by  Maung 
Maung  was  permitted  to  continue  its 
work.  The  regime  has  now  announced 
a  rough  timetable  leading  up  to  an 
election  in  1990.  We  welcome  this  de- 
velopment, although  we  would  have 
preferred — as  I  am  sure  the  Burmese 
people  would  prefer — to  see  the  mili- 
tary government  fix  a  firm  and  earlier 
date  for  polling. 

The  United  States  has  a  limited 
agenda  in  Burma.  We  have  an  impor- 
tant interest  in  eliminating  the  produc- 


tion of  opium  and  halting  the  traffic  in 
illicit  drugs,  and  we  look  forward  to  the 
time — hopefully  soon — when  it  will  be 
possible  to  resume  bilateral  antinarco- 
tics  cooperation.  Beyond  that,  we  want 
to  see  a  peaceful,  stable,  and  prosper- 
ous Burma  administered  by  a  govern- 
ment acceptable  to  its  people  and 
posing  no  threat  to  its  neighbors.  Bur- 
ma is  a  country  of  great  natural  wealth 
and  promise,  and  we  also  look  forward 
to  the  time  when  we  can  once  again 
contribute  toward  the  realization  of 
that  promise  through  our  bilateral  aid 
program.  All  that  needs  the  political 


and  economic  reforms  the  Burmese  so 
obviously  desire.  Once  before  in  Bur- 
mese history,  in  1960,  a  military  gov- 
ernment peacefully  turned  over  power 
to  civilians  and  resumed  its  purely  mil- 
itary functions.  We  hope  the  current 
rulers  of  Burma  will  respond  to  the  as- 
pirations of  their  people  by  following 
this  example. 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hear- 
ings will  be  published  by  the  committee  and 
will  be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Of- 
fice, Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


Future  Prospects  for  the  Philippines 


by  David  F.  Lambertson 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs  of  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  on 
March  7,  1989.  Mr.  Lambertson  is  Dep- 
uty Assistant  Secretary  for  East  Asian 
and  Pacific  Affairs.1 

Our  policy  of  unequivocal  support 
for  Philippine  efforts  to  rebuild 
democracy — and  for  the  Aquino 
Administration — in  the  face  of  numer- 
ous challenges  over  the  past  3  years  has 
been  successful.  A  stable,  democratic, 
and  prosperous  Philippines — with 
friendly  ties  to  and  continued  close  se- 
curity cooperation  with  the  United 
States — is  critically  important  to  the 
peace  and  stability  of  Southeast  Asia 
and  to  U.S.  interests  both  within  and 
outside  the  region.  While  it  is  the  Phil- 
ippine people  who  deserve  the  credit 
for  their  accomplishments  over  the  past 
3  years,  our  support  has  helped  the 
Aquino  government  reestablish  demo- 
cratic political  institutions,  preside 
over  an  emerging  political  consensus, 
and  recover  from  a  severe  economic  re- 
cession. As  President  Bush  said  on  the 
occasion  of  the  third  anniversary  of  the 
EDSA-  revolution: 

We  Americans  hold  a  special  place  in  our 
hearts  for  the  Filipino  people,  whose  profound 
yearnings  tor  democracy,  social  justice,  and  hu- 
man rights  are  shared  by  all  Americans.  The 
democratic  government  of  the  Philippines  inher- 
ited a  faltering  economy  and  weakened  political 
institutions.  The  Philippine  Government  has 
made  great  progress  in  dealing  with  these  prob- 
lems... America's  commitment  to  the  Philippines 
remains  unshaken.  President  Aquino  has  our 
total  support  in  her  effort  to  maintain  national 
unity,  revitalize  democracy,  revive  the  economy, 
and  counter  the  communist  insurgency. 


Political  Situation 

Since  I  last  testified  on  the  Philippines 
before  this  committee  in  March  1988, 
Philippine  democracy  has  become  more 
stable.  President  Aquino,  who  has 
maintained  her  personal  stature  and 
enormous  popularity,  has  further  con- 
solidated her  hold  on  the  political  cen- 
ter. There  is  an  emerging  consensus 
that  neither  the  extraconstitutional  op- 
position of  the  extreme  left  nor  that  of 
the  far  right  offers  credible  leadership 
or  real  policy  alternatives.  As  to  the 
balance  of  forces  within  the  democratic 
framework  which  has  been  established, 
her  position  remains  strong  as  well.  A 
two-party  system  seems  to  be  gradu- 
ally emerging.  Elements  from  across 
the  political  spectrum  have  allied  them- 
selves with  the  newly  formed  pro- 
Administration  LDP  [Labau  )ig  De- 
mokratikong]  Party.  This  party  domi- 
nates the  House  of  Representatives, 
represents  almost  one-third  of  the  Sen- 
ate, and  has  incorporated  many  pro- 
vincial and  local  officials.  The  second 
major  political  party,  the  Liberal  Par- 
ty, is  also  part  of  the  pro-Aquino  coali- 
tion. When  Vice  President  Laurel 
moved  into  open  opposition  to  the  Pres- 
ident, few  public  figures  joined  him. 

The  Philippine  Congress  has  a  nu- 
mber of  important  legislative  accom- 
plishments to  its  credit  in  22  months, 
including  two  budgets,  a  military  pay 
raise  bill,  the  Comprehensive  Agrarian 
Reform  Law,  and  free  high  school  edu- 
cation legislation.  The  Congress  has 
filled  a  key  political  role  as  a  forum  for 
policy  debate  and  scrutiny  of  executive 
branch  performance  but  has  been  crit- 
icized in  the  press  for  alleged  corrup- 
tion, a  lack  of  focus,  and  excessive 
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personality  politics.  President  Aquino 
enjoys  considerable  influence  in  the 
Congress,  especially  in  the  House 
where  over  three-fourths  of  the  Con- 
gressmen belong  to  pro-Aquino  politi- 
cal parties.  As  would  be  expected  in  a 
country  which  had  no  functionally  inde- 
pendent legislature  for  15  years,  there 
is  an  ongoing  period  of  adjustment  bet- 
ween the  executive  and  legislative 
branches.  The  differences  that  arise 
in  this  adjustment  period  some- 
times mask  the  significant  extent  of 
executive-legislative  cooperation  that 
actually  exists.  President  Aquino  in- 
volves herself  in  managing  executive- 
congressional  relations  as  necessary 
and  has  had  some  major  successes  re- 
cently on  policy  issues,  such  as  agree- 
ment to  postponement  of  the  barangay 
[local]  elections  from  last  fall  until  later 
this  month  and  avoidance  of  a  tariff  bill 
that  would  have  violated  government 
agreements  with  the  World  Bank. 

President  Aquino  has  taken  major 
steps  to  reestablish  the  independence 
of  the  Philippine  judiciary,  but  the  judi- 
cial system  is  hampered  by  such  prob- 
lems as  inadequate  resources,  heavy 
case  loads,  and  reported  corruption 
and  intimidation  of  witnesses.  Because 
defendants  enjoy  strict  legal  safe- 
guards and  the  Philippines  follows  a 
discontinuous  trial  system,  convictions 
often  take  many  years;  even  civil  liti- 
gation can  take  years.  The  failure  to 
provide  justice  more  efficiently  has 
contributed  to  a  propensity  to  resort  to 
remedies  outside  the  legal  system.  An 
experiment  to  conduct  trials  on  a  con- 
tinuous basis  began  in  early  1989  and, 
if  successful,  will  be  widely  instituted. 
In  a  case  of  special  interest  to  the  Unit- 
ed States,  the  first  conviction  of 
a  major  narcotics  violator  in  at  least 
3  years  took  place  in  January  1989, 
reflecting  the  personal  efforts  of  the 
Secretary  of  Justice  to  improve  the 
Philippine  judicial  system. 

Communist  Insurgency 

The  Aquino  government  continues  to 
face  enormous  challenges  to  democratic 
rule.  The  Communist  Party  of  the  Phil- 
ippines (CPP),  its  armed  wing,  the  New 
People's  Army  (NPA),  and  its  front 
organization,  the  National  Democratic 
Front  (NDF),  remain  the  most  serious 
long-term  threat  to  democracy  in  the 
Philippines. 

During  1988,  President  Aquino's 
continuing  popularity,  democratic  re- 
forms, strong  economic  growth,  and 


improved  military  performance  have 
challenged  the  insurgent  leadership 
and  compounded  their  serious  internal 
disagreements.  The  Armed  Forces  of 
the  Philippines  (AFP)  has  announced 
that  NPA  strength  has  declined  slight- 
ly, although  numerical  estimates  are 
extremely  unreliable.  While  there  is  a 
great  deal  of  variation  from  region  to 
region,  we  also  have  concluded  that  the 
communist  insurgency  has  stopped 
growing.  The  military  also  claims  that 
communist  areas  of  operations  have 
shrunk  and  that  it  lost  fewer  weapons 
to  the  communists  than  it  captured  in 
1988.  In  many  areas  the  communists 
are  suffering  from  serious  weapons  and 
ammunition  shortages.  Insurgency  re- 
lated deaths  are  running  about  10  per 
day — the  same  level  as  1987  but  down 
from  earlier  years.  The  AFP,  however, 
is  suffering  fewer  casualties  in  armed 
engagements  and  is  inflicting  higher 
losses  on  the  insurgents. 

In  a  series  of  raids  in  1988,  the 
AFP  captured  top  leaders,  compro- 
mised valuable  documents,  and  exposed 
communist  fronts  and  finances.  These 
raids  were  exploited  for  their  propa- 
ganda value  and  undoubtedly  under- 
mined the  morale  of  the  communists. 
The  Philippine  military  has  demon- 
strated its  ability  to  exploit  intel- 
ligence obtained  from  captured  cadre 
and  documents  in  the  raids.  The  Manila 
press  has  reported  that  several  organs 
of  the  Communist  Party  are  distracted 
by  an  ongoing  purge  of  suspected  gov- 
ernment agents. 

The  government  is  making  a  great- 
er effort  to  expose  communist  front 
groups  (including  human  rights  organi- 
zations, labor  unions,  student  groups, 
and  peasant  organizations).  Some  of 
these  groups  are  losing  members  and 
funding  sources.  Nevertheless,  they  re- 
main an  important  part  of  the  political 
scene  in  the  Philippines.  Communist 
front  groups  have  succeeded  in  garner- 
ing aid  from  foreign  humanitarian 
organizations  and  in  influencing  the 
political  debate  on  issues  such  as 
human  rights. 

Still,  it  would  be  premature  to  say 
that  the  tide  has  turned.  The  peace  and 
order  situation  is  improving  in  many 
areas  of  the  country,  but  the  insurgen- 
cy is  more  active  in  others.  The  com- 
munists maintain  large  support  bases 
in  many  isolated  rural  areas.  The 
communists  continue  to  engage  in  kid- 
napings,  extortion  attempts,  and 
assassinations.  The  escape  of  the  for- 
mer head  of  the  New  People's  Army, 
Romulo  Kintanar,  in  November  was  an 


embarrassment  for  the  military  and 
a  morale  booster  for  the  communists. 
Should  the  rural  economy  deteriorate, 
the  insurgency  could  regain  momentum. 
The  Muslim  insurgency  in  southern 
Mindanao  is  currently  inactive.  The 
Muslim  liberation  movements  are  di- 
vided with  some  groups  attempting  to 
resolve  their  problems  through  political 
solutions.  The  conflict  could  escalate,  if 
Muslim  leaders  decide  the  government 
is  not  seriously  negotiating  with  them. 

Civil-Military  Relations 

President  Aquino's  relations  with  the 
AFP  have  improved  considerably.  She 
acknowledges  the  essential  military 
role  in  combating  the  insurgency  and 
has  implemented  earlier  promises  of  a 
40%-60%  military  pay  raise  and  a  lar- 
ger share  of  the  budget  for  defense. 
Improved  deliveries  of  military  equip- 
ment also  have  helped  morale  and  im- 
proved the  effectiveness  of  the  force. 
The  Secretary  of  National  Defense  and 
the  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Armed  Forces 
have  repeatedly  demonstrated  their 
loyalty  to  democratic  government. 
Loyal  officers  who  understand  and  re- 
spect the  democratic  process  have  been 
assigned  to  key  command  positions. 
Many  AFP  officers  have  come  to  appre- 
ciate that  President  Aquino  remains 
extremely  popular  and  has  deprived 
the  communists  of  a  claim  to  political 
legitimacy. 

The  military,  however,  has  yet  to 
regain  completely  its  premartial  law 
professionalism  and  apolitical  repu- 
tation, and  some  officers  in  the  AFP 
continue  to  be  discontented.  Such 
alienated  officers  criticize  the  present 
military  leadership  and  political  direc- 
tion of  the  civilian  government.  Their 
concerns  are  relatively  unfocused  and 
unlikely  to  result  in  broadly  supported 
antigovernment  military  actions  at  this 
time.  Should  the  government  suffer  se- 
rious reverses  against  the  insurgents 
or  should  the  AFP  perceive  its  in- 
terests to  be  threatened,  however, 
military  disenchantment  could  again 
become  a  destabilizing  factor  in  Philip- 
pine politics. 

At  the  present  time,  the  pro- 
Marcos  and  dissident  Reform  the  Arm- 
ed Forces  of  the  Philippines  (RAM) 
elements  suffer  from  poor  leadership, 
disunity,  and  demoralization.  Marcos 
loyalists  presently  have  little  popular 
support  outside  Marcos'  home  province 
and  insufficient  military  support  to 
launch  a  credible  coup  attempt.  None- 
theless, elements  within  the  AFP,  as 
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well  as  some  business  representatives 
and  exmilitary  officers,  continue  to 
plot  disruptive  activities  or  to  spread 
rumors  of  antigovernment  actions. 
Much  of  the  rumors  are  part  of  a  con- 
tinuing rightwing  effort  to  discredit 
the  Aquino  Administration.  While  we 
cannot  rule  out  attempts  to  stage  an 
embarrassing  incident  and  create  an 
impression  of  instability,  Philippine 
authorities  are  taking  appropriate 
measures  to  ensure  public  safety. 

Human  Rights 

Respect  for  human  rights  in  the  Philip- 
pines has  vastly  improved  under  Presi- 
dent Aquino's  Administration.  Charges 
that  the  level  of  human  rights  abuses 
are  worse  than  under  Marcos  are  dis- 
missed by  most  knowledegable  Fili- 
pinos, including  the  leadership  of  the 
Catholic  Church.  When  President 
Aquino  assumed  power,  she  was  con- 
fronted by  a  discredited  judicial 
system,  an  active  and  violent  commu- 
nist insurgency,  and  a  culture  in  which 
personal  disputes  are  often  settled  by 
violent  means.  In  this  challenging  envi- 
ronment, she  moved  rapidly  to  release 
political  prisoners,  remove  media  con- 
trols, restore  democratic  institutions, 
and  hold  free  and  fair  elections  for  a 
new  Congress  and  thousands  of  local  of- 
ficials. The  government  has  largely  im- 
plemented the  1987  constitution's  provi- 
sions on  political,  social,  and  civil  rights. 
Despite  strong  popular  support  for 
President  Aquino's  reform  agenda  and 
her  personal  commitment  to  the  protec- 
tion of  human  rights,  however,  there 
were  (as  we  reported  to  the  Congress 
in  our  annual  human  rights  report  on 
the  Philippines)  continuing  problems 
with  human  rights  in  1988.  The  vast 
majority  of  human  rights  violations  in 
the  Philippines  are  related  to  the  com- 
munist insurgency  and  government 
efforts  to  counter  it.  Human  rights 
abuses  by  some  members  of  the  police 
and  military  have  undoubtedly  oc- 
curred, but  these  are  in  violation  of 
government  policy.  Anticommunist  ci- 
vilian volunteer  organizations,  some- 
times termed  "vigilantes,"  continued 
to  form  in  areas  where  the  NPA  pres- 
ence is  strong.  The  number  of  allega- 
tions of  human  rights  abuses  by  some  of 
these  groups  also  increased.  It  is  likely 
that  some  anticommunist  groups  have 
been  involved  in  human  rights  viola- 
tions; other  allegations  are  probably 
fabricated  by  communist-influenced  or- 
ganizations seeking  to  weaken  often  ef- 
fective anticommunist  citizen  groups  or 
to  discredit  the  Aquino  government. 


To  establish  more  effective  govern- 
ment control  over  local  security,  the 
government  is  replacing  the  dis- 
credited Marcos-era  Civilian  Home 
Defense  Forces  and  armed  civilian  vol- 
unteer organizations  with  a  civilian  mi- 
litia known  as  Citizens  Armed  Forces 
Geographical  Units  (CAFGUs).  The 
CAFGUs  are  led  by  military  officers 
and  manned  by  government-recruited 
and  trained  personnel  who  are  subject 
to  military  regulations  enforcing  re- 
spect for  human  rights. 

Reports  of  the  disappearance  of 
human  rights  activists  and  members  of 
leftist  organizations  increased  during 
the  second  half  of  1988  and  remain  a 
source  of  concern.  Some  of  these  inci- 
dents may  be  related  to  internal  NPA 
purges.  In  response  to  this  and  other 
human  rights  concerns,  President  Aq- 
uino, in  December,  strongly  reaffirmed 
her  government's  commitment  to  hu- 
man rights  and  her  determination  to 
take  stronger  steps  to  ensure  respect 
for  them.  She  established  a  special  com- 
mittee under  the  leadership  of  the 
Secretary  of  Justice  to  review  human 
rights  policy  issues.  She  also  desig- 
nated city  and  provincial  state  prosecu- 
tors to  assist  families  in  searching  for 
missing  relatives  in  military  camps 
and  detention  centers. 

To  promote  more  rigorous  obser- 
vance of  military  human  rights  regula- 
tions, Secretary  of  National  Defense 
Ramos  has  directed  that  military  com- 
manders be  held  responsible  for  viola- 
tions by  their  subordinates  and  ordered 
that  human  rights  records  be  an  impor- 
tant consideration  in  military  promo- 
tions. Training  of  military  personnel 
now  places  greater  emphasis  on  the  re- 
spect for  human  rights.  Aquino  has 
also  shifted  a  number  of  human  rights 
cases  against  members  of  the  armed 
forces  from  military  to  civilian  courts. 
In  February,  an  accused  assassin  of 
a  human  rights  lawyer  in  Cebu  was 
tried,  convicted  of  this  human  rights 
abuse,  and  sentenced  to  life  imprison- 
ment. The  conviction  came  less  than 
9  months  after  the  crime. 

U.S.  officials  continually  raise  our 
human  rights  concerns  in  discussions 
with  Philippine  Government  and  mili- 
tary officials.  They  are  aware  of  our 
concerns,  as  well  as  those  of  respected 
human  rights  organizations,  and  are 
committed  to  eliminating  human  rights 
violations  in  the  Philippines. 

U.S. -Philippine  Relations 

The  United  States  and  the  Philippines 
enjoy  excellent  bilateral  relations.  The 
United  States  is  the  Philippines'  larg- 


est trading  partner  (approximately 
35%  of  Philippine  trade),  largest  overall 
foreign  investor  (over  $1  billion  in  in- 
vestment), and  is  home  to  over  1  million 
ethnic  Filipinos.  Our  shared  history, 
culture,  and  language  have  made  the 
relationship  special  for  both  countries. 
We  are  committed  to  mutual  defense 
under  the  1951  mutual  defense  treaty 
and  our  security  relationship  is  strong 
and  valued.  Pursuant  to  the  1947  mili- 
tary bases  agreement,  the  United 
States  also  maintains  and  operates 
major  military  facilities  on  the  Phil- 
ippine bases  at  Clark  and  Subic. 

Our  successful  conclusion  of  the 
most  recent  review  of  the  military 
bases  agreement  in  October  1988  laid 
the  foundation  for  continuation  of  our 
mutual  security  relationship  after  1991. 
President  Aquino  has  stated  that  a  new 
agreement  will  be  required  in  1991  to 
continue  the  U.S.  military  presence  in 
the  Philippines  after  that  time.  The 
U.S.  Government  is  preparing  to  nego- 
tiate a  new  agreement,  which  would 
enter  into  effect  in  1991. 

We  are  confident  that  it  will  be 
possible  to  negotiate  a  new  arrange- 
ment, satisfactory  to  both  parties, 
based  on  our  mutual  interest  in  the  con- 
tinuation of  the  U.S.  military  presence. 
Recent  Philippine  public  opinion  polls 
indicate  that  the  Philippine  public  re- 
mains strongly  in  favor  of  the  U.S.  se- 
curity relationship  and  the  retention  of 
the  military  facilities.  The  August  1988 
Ateneo  poll,  taken  during  a  break  in 
the  1988  military  bases  agreement  re- 
view talks,  found  74%  of  those  polled  in 
Manila  in  favor  of  retention  (under  cer- 
tain conditions),  with  even  higher  sup- 
port outside  of  Manila.  The  results 
would  likely  have  been  even  more  favor- 
able had  the  poll  been  taken  after  con- 
clusion of  the  review.  Public  awareness 
of  the  bases,  according  to  the  poll,  has 
also  increased  sharply.  This  strong 
public  support  will  become  an  increas- 
ingly important  consideration  for  Phil- 
ippine politicians  as  the  1992  elections 
approach. 

The  Philippines  also  derives  major 
economic  benefits  from  hosting  the 
U.S.  military  facilities.  The  Philip- 
pines expects  to  receive  $481  million 
annually  in  "bases-related"  assistance 
in  FY  1990  and  FY  1991.  In  addition,  we 
estimate  the  direct  economic  flows  into 
the  Philippine  economy  resulting  from 
the  presence  of  the  U.S.  facilities  to  be 
approximately  $500  million  per  year. 
This  sum  includes  procurement  of  Phi- 
lippine products  and  use  of  Philippine 
service  contractors,  salaries  of  Filipino 
employees,  and  personal  spending  by 
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military  and  civilian  personnel  assign- 
ed in  the  Philippines  or  there  on  a  tem- 
porary basis. 

The  Philippine  economy  would  suf- 
fer severely  from  a  precipitous  U.S. 
withdrawal.  The  U.S.  military  is  the 
second  largest  employer  in  the  Philip- 
pines after  the  Philippine  Government. 
Many  Philippine  companies  sell  sub- 
stantial amounts  to  the  U.S.  military. 
If  the  U.S.  facilities  were  foreign  coun- 
tries, they  would  be  the  Philippines 
seventh  largest  trading  partner.  The 
Philippine  Government  has  commis- 
sioned several  studies  on  how  to  adjust 
to  a  U.S.  departure,  but  we  have  seen 
no  credible  plan  to  make  the  areas 
economically  viable  without  a  U.S. 
presence.  Other  former  U.S.  military 
facilities  (for  example  at  Sangley  Point) 
are  not  being  used  in  commercial 
ventures. 

In  addition,  there  are  substantial 
intangible  economic  benefits.  Because 
of  the  U.S.  commitment  to  its  external 
defense,  the  Philippines  can  devote 
scarce  military  funding  to  combating 
the  domestic  communist  insurgency. 
The  U.S.  military  presence  also  en- 
hances the  Philippines'  image  of  politi- 
cal stability  during  this  period  of  rapid 
change  and  readjustment  to  democracy, 
thereby  increasing  its  ability  to  attract 
needed  foreign  investment. 

In  addition  to  the  economic  disloca- 
tion caused  by  the  withdrawal  of  the 
U.S.  military  from  the  Philippines, 
there  would  be  an  undeniable  political 
cost  to  both  countries  if  we  are  unable 
to  work  out  a  new  agreement.  Regard- 
less of  our  ability  to  relocate  functions 
currently  performed  at  Clark  and  Su- 
bic,  our  withdrawal  would  be  seen  by 
other  Asian  countries  as  a  diminution 
of  U.S.  power  in  the  region. 

The  United  States  also  enjoys  sig- 
nificant benefits  from  our  security  re- 
lationship. The  Philippines  is  located  at 
a  strategic  crossroads  between  the  Pa- 
cific Ocean  and  the  South  China  Sea, 
adjacent  to  the  Asian  mainland,  and 
near  the  critical  straits  that  lead  to  the 
Indian  Ocean  and  the  Middle  East.  Be- 
cause of  this  strategic  location,  U.S. 
Naval  and  Air  Force  units  deployed  in 
the  Philippines  could  effectively  pro- 
tect regional  air  and  sealanes  and 
maintain  a  counterweight  to  Soviet 
forces  in  the  South  China  Sea.  The 
U.S.  facility  at  Subic  Bay  is  the  prima- 
ry port,  training  area,  and  logistical 
support  base  for  U.S.  7th  Fleet  units 
operating  in  the  Western  Pacific  and 
the  Indian  Ocean.  It  contains  a  major 
supply  depot,  serves  as  an  important 


communications  link,  offers  ship  repair 
facilities,  and  operates  an  airfield  for 
the  7th  Fleet's  carrier  force.  Clark  Air 
Base  is  the  headquarters  of  the  U.S. 
13th  Air  Force.  The  Clark  facility 
serves  as  a  staging  point  for  strategic 
airlifts  into  the  Indian  Ocean  including 
the  island  of  Diego  Garcia,  permits 
easy  surveillance  of  strategic  "choke- 
points"  in  the  region,  and  provides 
training  of  aircrews  from  the  United 
States  and  other  friendly  countries. 

We  recognize  that  negotiations  may 
be  long  and  possibly  contentious  be- 
cause the  Philippine  side  will  raise  sev- 
eral tough  issues  that  must  be  resolved. 
These  issues  include:  duration  of  the 
agreement,  assistance,  Philippine  eco- 
nomic benefits  from  the  presence  of  the 
facilities,  and  so-called  sovereignty  is- 
sues (Philippine  Government  involve- 
ment in  U.S.  military  uses  of  the 
facilities  and  criminal  jurisdiction). 

Obviously,  we  hope  and  expect  a 
successful  renegotiation.  However,  pru- 
dent planning  dictates  that  our  mili- 
tary examine  alternatives  should  we 
fail  to  reach  a  satisfactory  agreement. 
A  number  of  potential  alternatives  are 
being  pursued. 

U.S.  Assistance  to  the  Philippines 

The  Administration's  FY  1990  assis- 
tance request  ($458.6  million)  for  the 
Philippines  incorporates  the  first  half 
of  the  President's  2-year  best  efforts 
pledge  made  in  conjunction  with  the 
1988  review  of  the  military  bases 
agreement.  Failure  to  provide  any  part 
of  this  assistance  would  adversely  af- 
fect our  bilateral  relationship  and,  in 
particular,  complicate  our  efforts  to 
negotiate  continued  access  to  our  mili- 
tary facilities  on  Philippine  bases  at 
Clark  and  Subic  for  the  period  beyond 
1991.  This  level  of  assistance  is  fully 
justified  by  the  enormous  Philippine 
needs  for  economic  development  neces- 
sary to  alleviate  poverty  and  under- 
mine the  appeal  of  the  insurgents. 
Similarly  the  military  assistance  is 
necessary  to  help  the  Philippine  armed 
forces  improve  its  counterinsurgency 
capabilities  and  attain  its  professional- 
ization  goals. 

While  my  colleague  from  the  De- 
fense Department  can  go  into  more 
detail  on  our  security  assistance 
program,  let  me  just  say  that  U.S.  mil- 
itary assistance  to  the  Philippines — 
$200  million  FMS  [foreign  military 
salesj  financing  grant  and  $2.6  million 
IMET  [international  military  education 
and  training] — that  we  are  requesting 
for  FY  1990  will  provide  essential  re- 


sources to  the  Armed  Forces  of  the 
Philippines,  promote  military  profes- 
sionalism, and  improve  morale,  thereby 
enhancing  AFP  capability  to  support 
Philippine  democracy.  This  aid  is  tar- 
geted on  improving  the  AFP's  ability  to 
counter  a  threatening  communist  in- 
surgency by  improving  training  and  by 
upgrading  tactical  mobility  and  com- 
munications. U.S.  military  assistance 
is  also  designed  to  improve  troop  mo- 
rale by  providing  for  basic  soldier 
needs  (uniforms,  boots,  and  medical 
support). 

The  Philippine  Government  also 
confronts  serious  economic  difficulties, 
including  widespread  poverty,  under- 
employment, and  a  large  foreign  debt. 
Our  economic  assistance  supports  the 
government's  reform  programs,  which 
are  key  to  revitalizing  the  economy,  im- 
proving social  conditions,  and  provid- 
ing essential  rural  infrastructure. 
Government  reforms  contributed  to 
6.7%  economic  growth  in  1988,  but 
further  efforts  are  needed.  Our  FY 
1990  bilateral  economic  assistance 
program — development  assistance,  $55 
million;  PL480,  $41  million;  and  ESF 
[economic  support  fund],  $160 
million — will  continue  to  support  the 
overall  U.S.  assistance  strategy  by 
helping  reduce  constraints  to  sustained 
economic  growth,  particularly  in 
agriculture  and  rural  industry  and 
infrastructure. 

Economic  Situation 

Economic  recovery  in  the  Philippines 
is  continuing.  The  annual  rate  of  GNP 
growth  increased  from  5.6%  in  1987  to 
6.7%  in  1988.  Personal  consumption  and 
markedly  increased  capital  investment 
were  almost  equal  contributors  to  eco- 
nomic expansion  in  1988.  Recent  in- 
creases in  investment  are  important 
because  only  by  increasing  the  stock  of 
investment  can  the  Philippines  sustain 
broadly  based  growth.  For  too  long  af- 
ter the  1986  change  in  government,  in- 
vestment was  at  low  levels  because  of 
the  widespread  impression  among  po- 
tential investors  that  the  political  cli- 
mate was  fragile. 

Along  with  this  growth,  company 
profits  have  increased  as  sales  of  con- 
sumer goods  have  surged.  Unemploy- 
ment has  fallen  to  under  10%,  and  there 
has  been  a  steady  increase  in  manufac- 
turing employment,  although  jobs  re- 
main a  significant  concern  with  30%  of 
the  workforce  underemployed.  The  Phi- 
lippine economy  must  create  750,000 
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new  jobs  each  year  to  keep  pace  with 
new  entrants  to  the  labor  force. 

Philippine  macroeconomic  policy 
has  contained  inflationary  pressures 
while  stimulating  this  rapid  growth. 
The  annual  inflation  rate  was  8.8%  in 
1988.  As  World  Bank  President  Barber 
Conable  recently  noted,  the  Philippines 
"...has  demonstrated  that  a  high  debt 
country  can  forge  recovery  through  a 
combination  of  enlightened  government 
policies  and  private  initiative."  He 
went  on  to  note  that  where  the  average 
growth  for  17  high-debt  countries  in 
1988  was  less  than  3%,  the  Philippines' 
was  closer  to  7%.  Where  the  average 
rate  of  inflation  for  those  countries  was 
about  80%,  the  Philippines  was  less 
than  9%. 

Philippine  foreign  debt  stands  at 
$28.2  billion.  In  spite  of  the  favorable 
impact  of  rescheduling,  debt  service 
takes  30%  of  the  Philippines'  export 
earnings.  The  Philippine  Government, 
in  the  face  of  tremendous  political  pres- 
sure to  limit  debt  service  payments, 
has  pursued  a  responsible  policy  of  hon- 
oring debts  incurred  under  the  Marcos 
government.  President  Aquino  recently 
vetoed  a  bill  that  would  have  mandated 
a  joint  legislative-executive  commission 
on  debt,  because  she  believed  this  ac- 
tion would  interfere  with  the  executive 
branch's  authority  to  set  the  Philip- 
pines' debt  policy.  Although  the  Philip- 
pine Senate  overrode  her  veto  by  a  22-0 
vote,  the  House  of  Representatives  up- 
held the  President's  veto.  Nevertheless, 
the  Philippine  Congress  will  continue 
to  review  closely  the  Philippine 
Government's  debt  policy. 

Philippine  exports  grew  25%  in 
1988.  Nontraditional  products  (gar- 
ments, textiles,  electronics,  furniture, 
and  processed  foods)  now  account  for 
77%  of  export  earnings.  In  order  to 
sustain  export  growth,  the  Philippines 
must  increase  investment,  improve  in- 
frastructure, maintain  an  appropriate 
exchange  rate,  and  continue  other 
economic  reforms. 

The  Philippine  Government's  eco- 
nomic reform  effort,  with  important 
progress  behind  it,  has  slowed  in  some 
politically  difficult  areas.  VAT  [value 
added  tax]  imposition  and  enactment 
of  the  land  reform  law  were  important 
initiatives,  and  the  first  phase  of  trade 
liberalization  has  been  completed. 
However,  politically  sensitive  privatiza- 
tion has  not  been  as  rapid  as  planned. 
Decentralization  has  also  been  a  partic- 
ularly difficult  area.  The  government's 
poor  performance  in  disbursing  funds 
for  infrastructure  projects  and  in  de- 


centralizing decisionmaking  must  be 
improved  to  sustain  economic  growth. 

Even  with  this  recent  economic- 
progress,  there  continues  to  be  signifi- 
cant poverty  and  underemployment  in 
the  Philippines.  Some  52%  of  all  house- 
holds fall  below  the  official  poverty  line 
of  $540.  Rapid  population  growth  is 
exacerbating  urban  migration  and 
straining  social  services.  A  rapidly 
expanding  labor  force  is  also  holding 
down  real  wage  rates. 

The  United  States  has  supported 
the  Philippine  economic  recovery  in  a 
number  of  ways.  We  increased  econom- 
ic and  military  assistance  immediately 
after  President  Aquino's  accession  to 
power  and  have  continued  to  provide 
high  levels  of  assistance.  A  new,  signifi- 
cantly more  liberal  textile  agreement 
has  spurred  exports  and  created  em- 
ployment. We  have  encouraged  Philip- 
pine efforts  to  attract  foreign  invest- 
ment and  have  provided  the  most 
liberal  possible  coverage  under  the 
U.S.  GSP  [general  system  of  prefer- 
ences] program.  Probably  most  im- 
portant over  the  long  term  is  our 
leadership  role  in  organizing  a  Multi- 
lateral Assistance  Initiative  (MAI)  for 
the  Philippines.  This  ambitious  pro- 
gram aims  at  putting  the  Philippines 
firmly  on  the  path  to  sustainable  eco- 
nomic growth  through  continuing 
economic  restructuring,  enhanced 
assistance,  and  investment. 

Multilateral  Assistance  Initiative 

The  Multilateral  Assistance  Initiative 
is  a  unique  opportunity  to  assure 
the  primary  U.S.  interest  in  the 
Philippines — long-term,  stable  Philip- 
pine democracy  with  growing  economic 
well-being  for  its  nearly  60  million 
people.  In  that  environment,  the 
traditionally  close  U.S. -Philippine  eco- 
nomic, political,  cultural,  and 
security  relationships  will  continue 
to  thrive. 

I  believe  there  are  compelling  rea- 
sons for  the  United  States  to  take  a 
leadership  role  in  this  initiative.  The 
MAI  will  make  a  major  difference  in 
the  future  of  the  Philippines.  It  will 
build  on  significant  Philippine  econom- 
ic progress  to  demonstrate  that  democ- 
racy and  private-sector-led  economic 
development  work.  It  will  strengthen 
the  Philippine  commitment  to  sound 
economic  policies  which  will  serve  as 
a  catalyst  for  new  private  investment 
from  both  domestic  and  foreign 
sources. 


In  practical  terms,  MAI  resources 
will  be  linked  to  the  progress  of  the 
Philippine  Government  in  implement- 
ing its  appropriate,  donor-supported 
economic  reform  program.  The  avail- 
ability of  these  resources  will  give 
crucial  leverage  to  reform  advocates 
within  the  Philippine  Government. 
Such  leverage  will  help  them  win  diffi- 
cult political  approval  of  controversial 
restructuring  measures.  The  MAI  will 
also  support  administrative  reforms  to 
enable  the  Philippines  to  use  assistance 
faster  and  more  effectively,  thereby  re- 
ducing the  assistance  pipeline.  It  will 
accelerate  the  development  of  rural  in- 
frastructure. Ultimately,  we  believe 
the  MAI  will  significantly  enhance  the 
ability  of  the  Philippine  Government  to 
deliver  services,  attract  employment  to 
depressed  rural  areas,  and  undermine 
the  appeal  of  the  communist  insurgency. 

There  are  important  political  rea- 
sons for  the  United  States  to  play  an 
active  role  in  developing  the  MAI.  The 
MAI  is  a  concrete  demonstration  of  our 
unequivocal  support  for  democracy  in 
the  Philippines.  Our  fostering  of  this 
key  multilateral  program  for  the  Phil- 
ippines will  strengthen  Philippine 
political  support  for  maintenance  of 
strong,  friendly  bilateral  relations.  A 
successful  MAI  will  also  be  a  model  of 
how  the  impact  of  U.S.  assistance  can 
be  multiplied  through  cooperative  un- 
dertakings to  strengthen  emerging 
democracies. 

The  MAI  is  also  an  experiment  in 
international  assistance  cooperation. 
U.S.  leadership  of  this  multilateral 
program  will  leverage  scarce  U.S.  as- 
sistance into  much  larger  benefits  for  a 
country  of  central  importance  to  U.S. 
policy  interests — an  innovative  policy 
initiative  in  an  environment  of  shrink- 
ing assistance  resources.  This  pioneer 
effort  will  advance  U.S.  assistance  ob- 
jectives by  strengthening  the  effective- 
ness of  assistance  through  multilateral 
cooperation.  For  example,  the  MAI  has 
already  elicited  a  strong  Japanese  com- 
mitment in  favor  of  increased  support 
for  economic  reforms  in  the  Philip- 
pines. The  excellent  policy  dialogue  we 
have  established  with  Japan  on  the  Phi- 
lippines may  have  an  important  spill- 
over effect  in  other  countries  of  mutual 
interest,  as  Japan  assumes  its  place  as 
the  world's  largest  bilateral  donor. 

Finally,  we  have  enormous  current 
and  future  commercial  stakes  in  a  pro- 
gram that  will  help  sustain  broadly 
based,  strong  economic  growth  in  the 
Philippines.  Approximately  30%  of 
Philippine  trade  is  currently  with  the 
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United  States.  Special  efforts  to  ex- 
pand the  Philippine  economy  rapidly, 
with  its  large  domestic  market,  will 
enhance  export  opportunities  for 
U.S.  industry.  The  linkage  of  the  two 
economies  is  apparent  in  last  year's 
trade  figures.  U.S.  exports  to  the  Phil- 
ippines rose  18%  (to  $1.9  billion)  as  a 
result  of  the  Philippine  recovery.  The 
orientation  of  the  MAI  toward  policies 
to  stimulate  private  investment  will 
also  directly  benefit  U.S.  enterprises 
seeking  profitable  investment 
opportunities. 

U.S.  Commitment  to  the  MAI 

President  Bush  has  strongly  endorsed 
the  concept  of  the  MAI.  In  his  video  ad- 
dress to  the  Philippine  people  on  the 
occasion  of  the  third  anniversary  of 
President  Aquino's  assumption  of  of- 
fice, President  Bush  noted  the  impor- 
tance of  the  program  and  his  hope  that 
it  will  be  launched  this  year.  President 
Bush  and  Japanese  Prime  Minister 
Takeshita  have  twice  expressed  their 
joint  support  for  a  successful  program. 
Former  President  Reagan,  also  a 
strong  supporter  of  the  MAI,  earlier 
recommended  that  it  begin  as  soon  as 
possible.  The  original  congressional 
impetus  for  the  development  of  the  pro- 
gram, and  bipartisan  support  it  has  re- 
ceived, are  further  evidence  of  the  key 
role  it  plays  in  future  U.S.  policy  to- 
ward the  Philippines. 

The  MAI  reflects  our  dedication  to 
Philippine  democracy  and  prosperity. 
The  Administration's  request  for  $200 
million  for  the  first  U.S.  contribution 
to  the  plan  underscores  the  high  impor- 
tance we  attribute  to  this  unique  op- 
portunity in  an  extremely  tight  budget 
environment.  Without  appropriation  of 
this  $200  million,  the  United  States 
cannot  lead  the  MAI  or  obtain  pledges 
from  other  donors;  the  MAI  would  like- 
ly never  get  underway.  A  failure  of  the 
MAI  at  this  point  could  have  an  ad- 
verse impact  on  our  overall  bilateral 
ties,  including  our  security  relations. 

Special  MAI  Authorizing  Legislation 

The  Administration  will  propose  spe- 
cial authorizing  legislation  for  the  MAI. 
The  legislation  we  intend  to  propose 
will  clearly  link  use  of  FY  1990  funds 
and  subsequent  requests  for  appropria- 
tions to  an  appropriate  Philippine 
economic  reform  program.  It  will 
recognize  that  progress  in  implementa- 
tion of  that  reform  will  be  the  primary 
factor  in  Congress'  determination  of 


appropriations  in  subsequent  years. 
The  legislation  will  foresee  annual  con- 
sultations with  the  Congress  to  review 
jointly  the  progress  the  MAI  is  achiev- 
ing in  reaching  its  goals.  The  full 
involvement  of  the  Congress  in  the 
program  and  its  accomplishments  will 
be  essential  to  the  success  of  the  MAI. 

A  key  element  of  the  MAI  is  em- 
bodied in  our  request,  as  part  of  the  in- 
tended legislation,  for  "no-year"  money. 
Since  disbursements  of  assistance  and 
subsequent  requests  for  appropriations 
will  be  linked  to  Philippine  progress  in 
economic  reform,  no-year  money  will 
provide  both  the  flexibility  and  the 
leverage  to  make  that  linkage  work. 

Magnitude  of  the  MAI 

The  MAI  is  designed  to  provide  the  fi- 
nancial resources  to  maintain  strong 
economic  growth  as  Philippine  econom- 
ic restructuring  accelerates.  This 
financing  will  come  from  enhanced 
official  assistance  and  increased 
private  capital  flows,  principally  new 
investment.  The  extraordinary  assist- 
ance will  be  used  to  stimulate  the 
necessary  conditions  for  significant 
additional  private  flows,  primarily  in 
investment  in  the  Philippine  economy. 
There  is  no  firm  objective  or  yardstick 
for  gauging  the  success  of  the  program 
in  financial  terms.  The  success  of  the 
MAI  will  come  from  the  continuing 
economic  reforms  that  will  attract  the 
private  investment  necessary  to  ex- 
pand the  Philippine  economy  over  the 
medium  term.  The  magnitude  of  that 
investment  is  difficult  to  predict. 

The  Participation  of  Other 
Donors  and  Institutions 

The  MAI,  to  be  successful,  must  be  a 
truly  multilateral  program.  We  antici- 
pate that  the  United  States  and  Japan 
will  be  the  major  bilateral  donors,  with 
the  World  Bank  and  IMF  [International 
Monetary  Fund]  also  playing  critical 
roles.  In  addition  to  talks  with  the  Phi- 
lippine Government,  we  have  held  sev- 
eral informal  meetings  with  officials  of 
the  Government  of  Japan  and  consulted 
jointly  with  the  World  Bank  and  the 
IMF.  A  general  consensus  has  been 
reached  on  organization  of  the  plan.  We 
have  held  informal  consultations  with  a 
number  of  other  potential  participants 
in  Europe  and  Asia,  as  well  as  with  the 
Canadian  Government,  over  the  past 
year  and  have  received  indications  that 
many  wish  to  be  a  part  of  the  MAI. 
These  donors,  generally,  are  awaiting 


more  definite  information  on  the  level 
of  participation  of  the  United  States 
and  Japan — and  the  further  develop- 
ment of  the  Philippine  economic  plan — 
before  committing  to  specific  levels  of 
resources.  Therefore,  appropriation  of 
U.S.  funding  is  a  key  step  in  this  proc- 
ess. As  the  original  proponent  of  the 
MAI,  the  U.S.  Government  must  make 
a  contribution  commensurate  with  U.S. 
interest  in  its  success  in  order  to  en- 
courage other  donors  to  undertake  sim- 
ilar roles. 

In  view  of  the  large  foreign  debt 
service  burden  that  the  Philippine  Gov- 
ernment must  currently  support,  we 
believe  that  bilateral  assistance  com- 
mitted under  the  MAI  should  be  princi- 
pally grant.  The  actual  breakdown 
between  grant  assistance  and  conces- 
sional lending  will  be  determined  in 
large  part  by  each  donor's  assistance 
policies  and  domestic  legal  framework 
for  assistance.  We  anticipate  that  at 
least  some  other  donors  will  provide 
grant  assistance. 

The  Role  of  the  Private 
Sector  in  the  MAI 

The  MAI  will  be  successful  only  if  it 
promotes  a  policy  environment  in  the 
Philippines  that  will  attract  increasing 
amounts  of  private  investment,  from 
both  domestic  and  foreign  sources.  In 
view  of  this  essential  private-sector  fo- 
cus for  the  program,  we  have  been  con- 
sulting with  U.S.  business  leaders  with 
interests  in  the  Philippines  and  the 
U.S.  element  of  the  U.S. -Philippine 
Business  Committee.  We  anticipate 
more  formal  development  of  programs 
to  attract  investment  to  the  Philippines 
as  we  approach  launching  of  the  initia- 
tive, and  U.S.  funding  for  it  becomes 
available. 

The  appointment  of  a  special  U.S. 
representative  for  the  MAI  will  be  an 
important  element  in  mobilizing  the  de- 
gree of  private-sector  interest  in  the 
program  that  we  believe  is  both  possi- 
ble and  necessary.  We  recognize  the 
many  advantages  of  a  special  U.S.  rep- 
resentative and  are  now  actively  con- 
sidering how  to  structure  the  position. 
We  are  also  considering  possible  candi- 
dates but  cannot  predict  if  and  when 
such  an  appointment  might  be  made. 

Timetable  for  the  MAI 

There  is  no  definite  timetable  for  the 
MAI.  At  the  conclusion  of  Japanese 
Prime  Minister  Takeshita's  visit  to 
Washington  in  early  February,  and 
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again  following  their  late  February 
meeting  in  Tokyo,  President  Bush  and 
the  Prime  Minister  pledged  to  make  ev- 
ery effort  to  launch  the  MAI  this  year. 
We  are  now  actively  working  with  the 
Philippine  Government,  the  Japanese 
Government,  and  other  potential  par- 
ticipants toward  that  goal.  The  Phil- 
ippine Government  has  recently 
formulated  its  coordinating  committee 
for  the  initiative.  The  chairman  of  the 
committee,  a  widely  respected  Philip- 
pine business  leader,  Roberto  Vil- 
laneuva,  is  organizing  the  Philippine 
Government's  participation.  The  gov- 
ernment is  also  working  to  develop  its 
economic  restructuring  paper  which, 
with  the  support  of  international  finan- 
cial institutions  and  donors,  will  pro- 
vide the  framework  for  the  initiative. 
Much  remains  to  be  done  before  a 
precise  date  can  be  set  for  launching 
the  plan. 

World  Bank  President  Conable  was 
recently  in  Manila  and  expressed  the 
willingness  of  the  Bank  to  help  with  the 
MAI  and  coordinate  it  under  the  rubric 
of  its  consultative  group  for  the  Philip- 
pines. The  IMF  will  also  cooperate  in 
developing  the  initiative.  A  pledging 
session  may  be  held  as  part  of  an  en- 
hanced consultative  group  meeting  lat- 
er this  year.  Such  a  meeting  will  be 
arranged  in  close  coordination  with  the 
Bank,  the  Philippine  Government,  and 
other  donors,  based  on  the  pace  of 
preparations  for  the  initiative  and  the 
development  of  the  Philippine  economic 
paper.  Any  formal  announcement  of  the 
launching  of  the  plan  will  be  fully  coor- 
dinated with  the  Philippine  Govern- 
ment, the  Japanese  Government,  the 
World  Bank,  the  IMF,  and  other  poten- 
tial participants.  In  view  of  the  critical 
role  the  Congress  has  played  in  making 
the  MAI  possible,  the  Congress  would 
be  fully  consulted  prior  to  and  involved 
in  the  announcement.  We  will  also  con- 
tinue to  consult  closely  with  Members 
of  Congress  as  progress  is  made  in 
developing  the  framework  for  the  pro- 
gram over  the  next  several  months. 


FY  1990  Assistance  Request 
for  East  Asia  and  the  Pacific 


!The  complete  transcript  of  the  hear- 
ings will  be  published  by  the  committee  and 
will  be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Of- 
fice, Washington,  D.C.  20402. 

^Military  headquarters  occupied  by  De- 
fense Minister  Juan  Ponce  Enrile  and  Gen. 
Fidel  Ramos  in  February  1986.  ■ 


by  William  Clark,  Jr. 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs  of  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  on 
February  27,  1989.  Mr.  Clark  is  Acting 
Assistant  Secretary  for  East  Asian 
and  Pacific  Affairs.1 

Since  the  bureau  was  last  represented 
before  this  committee,  the  East  Asia 
and  Pacific  region  has  continued  to 
exhibit  the  dynamism  for  which  it  is 
noted.  This  progress  is  visible  in  the 
clothes  we  wear,  the  cars  we  drive,  the 
appliances  in  our  homes,  and  the  means 
by  which  we  communicate  electron- 
ically. Less  visible  here  at  home  is  the 
growing  volume  and  value  of  American 
products  flowing  in  the  other  direction. 
Enjoying  hard-earned  purchasing  pow- 
er, the  consumers  of  the  Asia  Pacific 
are  becoming  as  eager  to  import  as 
they  have  been  to  export.  As  a  result, 
more  than  one-third  of  the  entire  inter- 
national commerce  of  the  United  States 
now  is  with  East  Asia. 

I  can  also  report  with  pleasure 
that  movement  toward  greater  democ- 
racy and  political  openness  has  contin- 
ued; indeed,  it  has  accelerated.  In  the 
Philippines,  South  Korea,  Taiwan,  and 
elsewhere,  democracy  continues  to  ad- 
vance. Reform  also  progresses  in  Chi- 
na, albeit  at  a  slower  pace.  And  in  tiny 
Fiji,  movement  has  begun  to  restore 
constitutional  democracy.  In  short,  we 
are  witnessing  a#  spread  to  countries, 
large  and  small,  of  shared  values  that 
complement  and  reinforce  our  economic 
and  security  stake  in  the  region.  We 
have  also  seen  considerable  movement 
in  recent  months  toward  resolving  the 
situation  in  Cambodia,  although  many 
obstacles  remain  to  an  acceptable 
outcome. 

As  welcome  as  the  overall  trends 
and  developments  are,  we  have  no  cause 
for  complacency.  Indeed,  the  region's 
very  dynamism  poses  challenges  to 
which  we  must  respond  positively  if 
the  United  States  is  to  remain  a  key 
player.  Allow  me  to  offer  several  obser- 
vations that  are  relevant  to  our  foreign 
economic  and  security  assistance 
programs. 

First,  economic  development  has 
not  been  evenly  distributed,  even  with- 
in countries  which  have  exhibited  ex- 
emplary growth  rates.  For  example, 
the  Philippines  economy  has  begun  to 


recover  from  years  of  mismanagement. 
But  it  will  take  a  large  and  sustained 
effort  to  overcome  widespread 
poverty,  unemployment,  and  lack  of 
infrastructure. 

Second,  except  for  Japan,  Austra- 
lia, and  New  Zealand,  democracy  is 
still  very  new  in  most  countries.  We 
rightly  applaud  the  elections  conducted 
in  the  Philippines  and  the  Republic  of 
Korea.  They  are  important  not  only  for 
the  peoples  concerned  but  as  models  for 
other  countries.  Still,  we  must  remem- 
ber that  these  trends  could  be  reversed 
if  the  elected  governments  are  unable — 
or  are  perceived  as  being  unable — to 
deal  with  the  serious  economic  and  po- 
litical problems  they  face. 

Third,  economic  and  political  pow- 
er is  becoming  more  diffuse.  The  Unit- 
ed States  is  the  predominant  security 
guarantor  in  the  region.  But  we 
no  longer  dominate  economically  and 
must  increasingly  work  in  concert  with 
friends  and  allies.  National  independ- 
ence and  economic  success  have  fos- 
tered proud  nationalisms  that  require 
from  us  more  subtle  and  flexible 
policies. 

Finally,  although  the  Asia  Pacific 
is  largely  at  peace,  serious  sources 
of  tension — both  between  states  and 
internally — remain  unresolved. 

Foreign  assistance  is  only  one  of 
the  means  at  our  disposal  to  promote 
U.S.  interests  in  this  evolving  interna- 
tional environment.  It  does  not  guaran- 
tee success,  no  matter  how  generous  it 
might  be.  Nevertheless,  adequate  lev- 
els of  economic  and  security  assistance 
remain  key  components  to  our  overall 
strategy.  The  difficult  but  successful 
review  of  our  bases  arrangements  with 
the  Philippines  is  a  clear  example  of 
how  important  foreign  assistance  can 
be  in  this  new  environment.  Our  re- 
quest for  fiscal  year  (FY)  1990  includes 
the  first  half  of  the  President's  best 
efforts  pledge  to  seek  additional  fund- 
ing. Honoring  this  pledge  is  essential 
to  continued  access  to  these  facilities. 

The  importance  of  foreign  aid  to 
our  interests  in  the  Asia  Pacific,  in  re- 
ality, goes  far  beyond  the  dollars  and 
cents.  Our  aid  programs  provide  visi- 
ble and  highly  welcome  symbols  of  our 
long-term  commitment  to  remain  en- 
gaged in  the  region's  affairs.  If  the 
countries  of  the  region  do  not  believe 
that  we  intend  to  remain  fully  en- 
gaged, it  will  seriously  hamper  our 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/May  1989 


49 


EAST  ASIA 


efforts  in  other  areas  such  as  human 
rights,  arms  control,  or  the  settlement 
of  regional  conflicts. 

Despite  many  assurances  to  the 
contrary,  there  exists  in  East  Asia  and 
the  Pacific  concern  that  budgetary 
pressures  will  compel  the  United 
States  to  pull  back  from  our  longstand- 
ing involvement  in  the  regions  affairs. 
Declining  foreign  aid  levels  in  real 
terms  add  to  this  fear. 

For  some  years,  the  United  States 
has  been  second  to  Japan  in  providing 
economic  assistance  to  the  Asia  Pacific. 
Both  we  and  the  recipient  nations  have 
welcomed  Japan's  efforts  to  improve  the 
economic  welfare  of  its  neighbors.  But 
it  would  not  be  in  our  interest,  or  the 
interests  of  the  nations  of  the  region — 
or  of  Japan,  for  that  matter — for  Japan 
to  bear  the  entire  burden. 

You  will  find  below  a  thorough  dis- 
cussion of  our  security  and  economic 
aid  recommendations  for  each  of  the 
proposed  recipient  countries,  as  well  as 
for  two  regional  programs.  I  have  also 
appended  statistical  analyses  respon- 
sive to  your  interests.  But  in  summary, 
our  requests  come  to  a  total  of  $813.76 
million,  with  $552.85  million  going  to 
economic  assistance — development  as- 
sistance, economic  support  fund  (ESF), 
PL  480,  and  the  Philippines — and  the 
remainder  to  military  assistance — 
international  military  education  and 
training  (IMET)  and  foreign  military 
sales  (FMS)  credits. 

These  requests  take  into  account 
the  absolute  need  to  reduce  the  budget 
deficit  and  reflect  our  priority  con- 
cerns. Exclusive  of  the  Philippines 
Multilateral  Assistance  Initiative 
(MAI),  the  request  is  8.3%  higher  than 
in  FY  1989  and  is  5.5%  of  total  U.S.  for- 
eign economic  assistance.  This  modest 
increase  follows  several  years  of  suc- 
cessive decreases  in  economic  assist- 
ance to  the  region. 

On  the  military  side,  the  $85.47 
million  increase  requested  for  military 
assistance  is  to  provide  FMS  to  the 
Philippines. 

In  closing,  let  me  add  that,  in  view 
of  the  evolving  international  environ- 
ment in  the  Asia  Pacific,  these  requests 
are  short  of  the  amounts  required  to 
maximize  our  ability  to  promote  and 
defend  U.S.  interests  in  the  region.  As 
we  look  ahead  to  a  possible  political  set- 
tlement in  Cambodia,  new  needs  will 
appear.  We  are  holding  our  own  and  be- 
lieve that  our  requests  for  FY  1990  will 
meet  our  minimal  needs.  But  I  hope 
that  working  together  we  will  be  able 
to  enhance  the  resources  available  to 
the  Asia  Pacific  region  in  the  years  to 
come. 
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I  will  now  turn  to  individual  coun- 
try programs. 

Philippines 

A  stable,  democratic,  and  prosperous 
Philippines — with  friendly  ties  to  and 
continued  close  security  cooperation 
with  the  United  States — is  critically 
important  to  the  peace  and  stability  of 
Southeast  Asia  and  to  U.S.  interests 
both  within  and  outside  the  region. 

The  Administration's  FY  1990  as- 
sistance request  ($481  million)  for  the 
Philippines  includes  the  first  half  of 
the  President's  2-year  best  efforts 
pledge  made  in  conjunction  with  the 
1988  review  of  the  military  bases 
agreement.  This  assistance  is  essential 
to  continued  access  to  military  facili- 
ties in  the  Philippines  after  1991.  U.S. 
military  facilities  at  Clark  Air  Force 
Base  and  Subic  Bay  are  important  to 
the  security  of  the  United  States,  the 
Asia-Pacific  region,  and  the  Philippines 
in  the  face  of  a  greatly  expanded  Soviet 
presence.  They  are  vital  to  U.S.  power 
projection  capability  into  the  Western 


Pacific  and  Indian  Ocean  regions  and  to 
protection  of  commercially  important 
sealanes. 

U.S.  military  assistance  to  the 
Philippines— $200  million  in  FY  1990— 
will  provide  essential  resources  to  the 
Armed  Forces  of  the  Philippines,  pro- 
mote military  professionalism,  and  im- 
prove morale,  thereby  enhancing  their 
capability  to  support  Philippine  democ- 
racy. This  aid  is  targeted  on  improving 
the  armed  forces'  ability  to  counter  a 
threatening  communist  insurgency  by 
improving  training  and  upgrading 
tactical  mobility  and  communications. 
U.S.  military  assistance  is  also  de- 
signed to  improve  basic  field  soldier 
morale  by  providing  for  basic  soldier 
needs  (uniforms,  boots,  and  medical 
support). 

The  Philippine  Government  also 
confronts  difficult  economic  challenges, 
including  widespread  poverty,  unem- 
ployment, and  a  massive  foreign  debt. 
Our  economic  assistance  supports  the 
government's  reform  programs,  which 
are  key  to  revitalizing  the  economy,  im- 
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proving  social  conditions,  and  provid- 
ing essential  rural  infrastructure. 
Government  reforms  contributed  to 
6.7%  economic  growth  in  1988,  but  fur- 
ther efforts  are  needed.  Our  bilateral 
economic  assistance  program  (develop- 
ment assistance,  $55  million;  PL  480, 
$41  million;  and  ESF,  $160  million)  will 
continue  to  support  the  overall  U.S. 
assistance  strategy  by  helping  reduce 
constraints  to  sustained  economic 
growth,  particularly  in  agriculture  and 
rural  industry  and  infrastructure. 

In  addition,  the  Administration 
has  requested  $200  million  as  the  ini- 
tial U.S.  contribution  to  the  MAI.  The 
International  Monetary  Fund  (IMF), 
World  Bank,  and  Japan  are  expected  to 
play  major  roles  in  the  program.  Other 
bilateral  donors  have  expressed  inter- 
est. Broad  participation  of  donors  coor- 
dinated through  the  MAI  program  will 
multiply  the  impact  of  scarce  assis- 
tance resources  in  a  country  vital  to 
our  interests.  The  MAI  will  support 
economic  reforms  and  provide  needed 
infrastructure  to  enhance  the  invest- 
ment climate.  This  will  encourage  the 
emergence  of  the  private  sector  as  the 
primary  engine  of  economic  growth. 
Without  the  MAI,  the  Philippines  like- 
ly would  be  unable  to  sustain  broad- 
based  economic  growth  which  is  essen- 
tial to  counter  the  communist 
insurgency. 

Thailand 

Thailand,  the  only  U.S.  treaty  ally  on 
the  Southeast  Asian  mainland,  is  the 
sole  neighboring  state  resisting  the 
Vietnamese  occupation  of  Cambodia. 
The  Thai,  thus,  face  some  70,000 
Vietnamese  troops  in  Cambodia  and 
another  10,000-15,000  in  Laos.  The 
Vietnamese  army  constitutes  the  fifth 
largest  standing  army  in  the  world,  far 
outnumbering  the  Royal  Thai  Armed 
Forces.  While  the  Vietnamese  now 
claim  to  have  withdrawn  all  but  50,000 
troops  from  Cambodia,  the  threat  to 
Thailand  remains.  Diplomatic  nego- 
tiations continue,  but  nothing  on  the 
ground  has  changed  militarily. 

Mutual  security  cooperation  is  the 
core  element  in  the  U.S. -Thailand  bilat- 
eral relationship,  a  relationship  that 
has  served  important  U.S.  interests 
extremely  well.  The  Thai,  particularly 
the  government's  military  leadership, 
view  our  economic  and  security  assis- 
tance ($19.5  million  in  development  as- 
sistance and  ESF,  and  $47.4  million  in 
FMS  and  IMET)  as  a  measure  of  U.S. 
support  and  commitment.  Moreover, 
our  assistance  helps  support  the 
acquisition  and  maintenance  of  U.S.- 
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produced  military  hardware  by 
Thailand — thereby  enhancing  sus- 
tainability  of  Thai  forces  and  inter- 
operability with  U.S.  forces  in  the 
event  of  a  contingency. 

South  Pacific  Region 

We  are  requesting  $17.7  million  in  eco- 
nomic assistance  ($11.2  million  in  ESF 
and  $6.5  million  in  development  assist- 
ance) for  the  South  Pacific  regional  pro- 
gram in  FY  1990.  The  program 
provides  assistance  to  10  island  nations: 
Niue,  Western  Samoa,  Tonga,  Tuvalu, 
Fiji,  Vanuatu,  Solomon  Islands,  Papua 
New  Guinea,  Kiribati,  and  the  Cook  Is- 
lands. In  addition,  we  are  requesting 
IMET  grants  totaling  $255,000  (Papua 
New  Guinea,  $75,000;  Solomon  Islands, 
$75,000;  Tonga,  $75,000;  and  Vanuatu, 
$30,000).  Our  goals  are  to: 

•  Maintain  access  to  the  region's 
sealanes; 

•  Assist  friendly  governments  that 
pursue  policies  supportive  of  U.S.  in- 


terests both  in  the  region  and  in  inter- 
national forums; 

•  Restore  and  preserve  regional 
good  will  toward  the  United  States, 
which  has  suffered  from  the  lack  of 
U.S.  presence  in  the  post-World  War  II 
period;  and 

•  Preserve  U.S.  access  to  marine 
resources  in  the  region's  exclusive  eco- 
nomic zones. 

The  population  of  the  entire  re- 
gion, almost  one-eighth  of  the  Earth's 
surface,  is  approximately  5  million. 
The  area  is  in  political  transition.  Fiji, 
long  considered  a  good  example  of  a  ma- 
turing parliamentary  democracy,  is  re- 
covering in  the  aftermath  of  two  mili- 
tary coups.  Vanuatu  has  suffered  from 
a  prolonged  political  crisis,  with  one  of 
the  protagonists  enjoying  support  from 
Libyan-trained  thugs.  Papua  New 
Guinea,  with  approximately  70%  of  the 
region's  population — while  enjoying  a 
vigorous  parliamentary  democracy — 
has  suffered  from  revolving  door  cabi- 
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nets  and  a  high  level  of  largely  non- 
political  violence. 

The  Soviet  Union,  not  a  traditional 
player  in  the  South  Pacific,  has  made 
inroads  with  now  lapsed  fisheries  pacts 
in  Kiribati  and  Vanuatu  and  with  pro- 
posals to  the  regional  oceanographic 
research  organization.  Papua  New 
Guinea  has  announced  that  it  will  per- 
mit the  Soviets  to  open  their  first  resi- 
dent mission  in  the  islands. 

Australia  and  Japan  are  the  major 
aid  donors  to  this  part  of  the  world,  but 
their  aid  is  not  a  substitute  for  Ameri- 
can participation  which  underlines  our 
continuing  humanitarian  and  strategic 
interests. 

Fiji 

We  are  requesting  $1  million  in  eco- 
nomic assistance  for  Fiji  in  FY  1990  all 
under  ESF.  Fiji's  population  of  approx- 
imately 718,119  persons  is  almost  equal- 
ly divided  between  indigenous  Fijians 
and  persons  of  Indian  descent.  Before 
the  1987  military  coups,  Fiji  was  con- 
sidered a  model  of  stable,  parliamen- 
tary democracy,  relative  interracial 
harmony,  and  economic  progress;  the 
Indo-Fijians  largely  dominated  the 
modern  economy  with  the  indigenous 
Fijians  enjoying  political  dominance. 
However,  elections  in  1987  brought  an 
Indian-dominated  government  to  power 
and  sparked  the  military  coups. 

In  response  to  the  overthrow  of  the 
elected  government,  U.S.  assistance  to 
Fiji  was  suspended.  In  December  1988, 
President  Reagan  exercised  his  author- 
ity under  Section  614(A)  of  the  Foreign 
Assistance  Act  to  restore  economic 
assistance. 

U.S.  interests  in  Fiji  include: 

•  Encouraging  the  return  of  con- 
stitutional representative  government; 

•  Limiting  Soviet  influence  in  the 
South  Pacific; 

•  Maintaining  access  to  the  re- 
gion's ports  for  U.S.  warships  and 
aircraft; 

•  Preserving  access  to  the  region's 
fisheries  resources;  and 

•  Ensuring  continued  support  for 
I'.S.  positions  in  regional  and  interna- 
tional forums.  Fiji  consistently  has 
been  a  strong  advocate  of  U.S.  regional 
and  global  interests,  although  its  influ- 
ence has  been  eroded  by  recent  politi- 
cal events.  Fiji  also  provides  peace- 
keeping forces  in  Lebanon,  the  Sinai, 
and  Afghanistan. 

The  restoration  of  U.S.  assistance 
is  aimed  at  strengthening  the  position 
oi  moderates  who  want  a  broadly  based 


democratic  solution  for  their  country, 
and  our  programs  will  focus  on  projects 
with  direct  human  needs  benefits  to  all 
of  Fiji's  ethnic  groups. 

Military  assistance  to  Fiji, 
$100,000  in  IMET  and  $300,000  in  FMS, 
remains  on  hold  under  Section  513  of 
the  Foreign  Operations,  Export  Fi- 
nancing, and  Related  Programs  Appro- 
priations Act  of  1989.  The  requests  for 
FY  1990  are  for  planning  purposes  only, 
and  there  is  no  intention  to  restore  mil- 
itary assistance  at  this  time. 

Cambodian  Resistance 

We  are  seeking  to  increase  in  FY  1990 
our  nonlethal  assistance  to  the  Cambo- 
dian noncommunist  resistance  from  FY 
1989's  sum  of  $5  million  to  $7  million. 
Our  primary  objective  here  is  to  en- 
hance the  noncommunist  resistance's 
ability  to  compete  with  the  communist 
Khmer  Rouge,  whose  return  to  politi- 
cal power  the  United  States  unaltera- 
bly opposes.  The  requested  sum  would 
demonstrate  tangible  American  sup- 
port for  ASEAN's  [Association  of  South 
East  Asian  Nations]  strategy  of  apply- 
ing political  and  military  pressure  on 
Vietnam  to  negotiate  a  peaceful  solu- 
tion to  the  Cambodian  problem.  It 
would  be  used  for  the  training  and 
equipping  of  two  noncommunist  resis- 
tance groups  fighting  the  Vietnamese 
occupation  forces  and  the  Vietnamese- 
installed  regime  in  Phnom  Penh. 

Indonesia 

The  fifth  most  populous  nation  in  the 
world  and  a  major  voice  in  ASEAN,  In- 
donesia lies  astride  vital  air  and  sea 
lines  of  communication  between  the 
Pacific  and  Indian  Oceans  and  offers 
access  to  valuable  raw  materials  (espe- 
cially oil  and  natural  gas).  It  has  played 
a  constructive  role  in  international  af- 
fairs as  a  generally  moderate  voice  in 
the  nonaligned  movement,  ASEAN, 
OPEC,  [Organization  of  Petroleum  Ex- 
porting Countries],  and  in  Islamic  or- 
ganizations. Within  ASEAN,  Indonesia 
has  taken  a  leading  role  in  the  effort  to 
end  Vietnam's  occupation  of  Cambodia. 
Over  the  past  two  decades,  the  Indo- 
nesian Government  has  furthered  polit- 
ical stability  and  has  pursued  sound 
economic  policies.  In  the  face  of  lower 
world  prices  for  its  major  exports,  In- 
donesia has  initiated  a  major  market- 
oriented  deregulation  of  its  economy. 

The  Indonesian  Government  views 
economic  and  security  assistance  pro- 
grams as  an  important  indicator  of  U.S. 
concern  for  the  security  and  stability 
of  Indonesia  and  Southeast  Asia.  The 


Administration  is  seeking  a  total  of  $5 
million  FMS  grant  funding  and  $2  mil- 
lion in  IMET  in  FY  1990.  This  will  help 
Indonesia  to  meet  its  legitimate  de- 
fense modernization  needs,  while  at  the 
same  time  enhance  regional  stability. 
Increased  purchases  of  U.S.  defense 
articles,  following  up  on  the  F-16  pur- 
chase, will  be  assisted  by  the  availabili- 
ty of  FMS  financing.  Under  the  IMET 
program,  we  expect  to  provide  profes- 
sional military  education  and  technical 
training  to  selected  personnel  to  en- 
hance managerial  skills,  technical  capa- 
bilities, and  support  of  U.S. -origin 
equipment. 

Proposed  development  assistance 
funding  of  $43  million  will  help  to  sup- 
port a  more  open,  less  regulated,  mar- 
ket and  trade-oriented  economy.  Our 
assistance  also  helps  to  improve  long- 
term,  sustainable  employment  and  in- 
come opportunities,  in  line  with  Indo- 
nesia's search  for  jobs  for  the  20  million 
people  who  will  enter  the  labor  force 
over  the  next  decade.  Other  goals  in- 
clude improved  agricultural  produc- 
tivity, human  resources  development, 
reduced  fertility,  and  improved  child 
and  infant  survival. 

Proposed  PL  480  funding  is  $10 
million  for  Title  I  and  $4,918  million  for 
Title  II.  Title  I  provides  food  grains  to 
supplement  domestic  production;  the  lo- 
cal currency  proceeds  from  the  grain 
sales  provide  further  support  for  AID's 
[Agency  for  International  Develop- 
ment] development  programs.  Title  II 
is  particularly  focused  on  nutrition  edu- 
cation activities  in  less  developed  areas 
of  the  Indonesian  archipelago.  Title  II 
monetization  programs  create  employ- 
ment through  enterprise  development 
and  community  water  and  sanitation 
schemes. 

Singapore 

We  have  requested  $50,000  for  military 
education  and  training.  The  program 
will  include  professional  military  edu- 
cation (with  an  emphasis  on  command 
and  staff  courses)  and  technical  train- 
ing (emphasizing  infantry  training, 
navy  explosive  ordinance  disposal,  and 
basic  underwater  SEAL  training). 
Singapore  fully  utilizes  its  IMET  al- 
location and  makes  a  significant  con- 
tribution of  its  own  to  maximize  the 
benefit  of  this  education  and  training 
opportunity. 

Singapore  is  a  staunch  supporter  of 
a  continued  U.S.  role  in  East  Asia  and 
the  Pacific.  In  addition  to  being  a  vocal 
proponent  of  a  U.S.  presence  in  the  re- 
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gion,  the  Government  of  Singapore  al- 
lows U.S.  military  elements  access  to 
port  facilities  and  airfields.  Singapore 
is  located  at  a  key  crossroads  for  air 
and  ocean  traffic  between  the  Indian 
and  Pacific  Oceans.  Enjoying  strong 
economic  growth  in  1988,  Singapore 
has  one  of  the  world's  most  open  econ- 
omies. It  is  a  free  trading  nation  which 
shares  our  interest  in  keeping  markets 
open.  Furthermore,  through  its  mem- 
bership in  ASEAN,  Singapore  makes 
an  important  contribution  to  stability 
in  Southeast  Asia.  Its  thoughtful  voice 
is  influential  and  counsels  moderation 
in  international  organizations,  such  as 
the  nonaligned  movement.  Our  modest 
security  assistance  program  with 
Singapore  reinforces  military-to- 
military  cooperation  and  results  in 
substantial  commercial  benefits  to  the 
United  States  through  FMS  case  sales. 
Moreover,  it  bolsters  Singapore  confi- 
dence in  our  commitment  to  the  region 
and  enhances  the  climate  for  coopera- 
tion on  a  broad  range  of  bilateral  and 
international  issues. 

Malaysia 

Malaysia  has  been  an  active  participant 
in  ASEAN's  strategy  to  force  a  with- 
drawal of  Vietnamese  forces  from 
Cambodia  and  to  secure  a  negotiated 
settlement.  Soviet  forces  at  Cam  Ranh 
Bay  pose  a  potential  threat  to  Ma- 
laysia's security,  and  Soviet  naval  forces 
regularly  transit  the  Malacca  Straits. 
Nonaligned,  but  staunchly  anticommu- 
nist,  Prime  Minister  Mahathir  and 
other  senior  Government  of  Malaysia  of- 
ficials have  publicly  endorsed  the  con- 
tinued presence  of  U.S.  facilities  in  the 
Philippines. 

The  proposed  $1  million  in  funding 
for  IMET  will  ensure  that  Malaysian 
Armed  Forces  personnel  are  familiar 
with  U.S.  doctrine,  equipment,  and 
military  management  techniques  and 
provide  a  foundation  for  close  coopera- 
tion between  U.S.  and  Malaysian 
forces.  Malaysia  views  our  modest  se- 
curity assistance  program  (the  only 
form  of  U.S.  aid  it  now  receives)  as  tan- 
gible evidence  of  our  commitment  to 
its  security  and  stability,  which  is  of 
direct  benefit  to  U.S.  interests  in 
the  region. 


Dealing  With  the 
International  Debt  Crisis 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hearings 
will  be  published  by  the  committee  and  will 
be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of  Docu- 
ments, U.S.  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


by  Nicholas  F.  Brady 

Remarks  before  a  conference  on 
Third  World  debt  sponsored  by  the 
Brookings  Institution  and  the  Bretton 
Woods  Committee  on  March  10, 1989. 
Mr.  Brady  is  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

More  than  40  years  ago,  the  represen- 
tatives of  44  nations  met  at  Bretton 
Woods,  New  Hampshire,  to  build  a  new 
international  economic  and  financial 
system.  The  lessons  learned  from  a 
devastating  world  depression  and 
global  conflict  guided  their  efforts.  At 
the  concluding  session,  the  president  of 
the  conference,  Treasury  Secretary 
Henry  Morgenthau,  described  this  les- 
son in  the  following  manner: 

We  have  come  to  recognize  that  the 
wisest  and  most  effective  way  to  protect  our 
national  interests  is  through  international 
cooperation — that  is  to  say,  through  united 
effort  for  the  attainment  of  common  goals. 
This  has  been  .  .  .  the  great  lesson  of  con- 
temporary life — that  the  peoples  of  the 
Earth  are  inseparably  linked  to  one  another 
by  a  deep,  underlying  community  of 
purpose. 

The  enduring  legacy  provided  by 
the  Bretton  Woods  institutions  is  last- 
ing testament  to  the  success  of  their  ef- 
forts. This  community  of  purpose  still 
resides  in  these  institutions  today.  We 
must  once  again  draw  on  this  special 
sense  of  purpose  as  we  renew  our  ef- 
forts to  create  and  foster  world  growth. 

These  past  7  years,  we  have  faced  a 
major  challenge  in  the  international 
debt  problem.  This  situation  is,  in  fact, 
a  complex  accumulation  of  a  myriad  of 
interwoven  problems.  It  contains  eco- 
nomic, political,  and  social  elements. 
Taken  together,  they  represent  a  truly 
international  problem,  for  which  no  one 
set  of  actions  or  circumstances  is  re- 
sponsible, and  for  which  no  one  nation 
can  provide  the  solution.  Ultimately 
resolution  depends  on  a  great  coopera- 
tive effort  by  the  international  commu- 
nity. It  requires  the  mobilization  of  the 
world's  resources  and  the  dedication  of 
its  goodwill. 

Since  1982  the  world  community 
has  endeavored  to  come  to  terms  with 
international  debt.  In  1985  we  paused 
and  took  stock  of  our  progress  in  ad- 
dressing the  problem.  As  a  result  of 
that  review,  together  we  brought  forth 


a  new  strategy,  centered  on  economic 
growth.  This  still  makes  sense.  How- 
ever, it  is  appropriate  that  now,  almost 
4  years  later,  we  again  take  stock.  Thus 
in  recent  months,  we  have  undertaken 
to  look  afresh  at  the  international  debt 
situation.  The  purpose  was  to  discover 
what  progress  has  been  made;  to  see 
where  we  as  a  community  of  nations 
have  succeeded  and  where  we  have  not. 
And  where  our  success  has  not  met  our 
expectations,  to  understand  why  we 
have  not  achieved  our  goals.  We  have 
studied  in  depth,  we  have  consulted 
widely — seeking  and  taking  into  ac- 
count the  views  of  debtor  nations,  mul- 
tilateral institutions,  commercial 
banks,  and  legislatures.  We  have  also 
consulted  closely  with  Japan  and  other 
industrial  countries  in  order  to  begin 
to  lay  the  basis  for  a  common  approach 
to  the  debt  problem  by  the  creditor 
countries. 

Let  me  share  with  you  the  results 
of  our  reassessment  as  part  of  the  on- 
going process  of  international  collab- 
oration. I  would  hope  that  the  ideas  and 
suggestions  I  put  forth  here  will  pro- 
vide a  basis  for  a  concerted  effort  by 
the  international  community  to  rein- 
vigorate  a  process  that  has  become 
debt-weary.  However,  we  must 
strengthen  the  process  without  stop- 
ping it.  As  we  move  ahead  with  these 
ideas  in  the  weeks  ahead,  it  is  impor- 
tant to  continue  working  on  individual 
debt  problems. 

Recent  Progress 

Our  review  confirmed  that  we  have  ac- 
complished much,  but  much  remains  to 
be  done.  The  experience  of  the  past  4 
years  demonstrates  that  the  fundamen- 
tal principles  of  the  current  strategy 
remain  sound. 

•  Growth  is  essential  to  the  resolu- 
tion of  debt  problems. 

•  Debtor  nations  will  not  achieve 
sufficient  levels  of  growth  without 
reform. 

•  Debtor  nations  have  a  continuing 
need  for  external  resources. 

•  Solutions  must  be  undertaken  on 
a  case-by-case  basis. 

In  recent  years,  we  have  seen  posi- 
tive growth  occur  in  many  debtor  na- 
tions. Last  year  six  major  debtor 
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nations  realized  more  than  4%  positive 
growth.  This  is  primarily  due  to  the 
debtors'  own  efforts.  The  political  lead- 
ership of  many  of  these  nations  have 
demonstrated  their  commitment  to 
implement  vital  macroeconomic  and 
structural  reforms.  In  many  countries, 
this  has  been  reflected  in  the  privatiza- 
tion of  nationalized  industries.  In  some 
countries,  there  has  also  been  a  move 
toward  opening  their  shores  to  greater 
foreign  trade  and  investment.  Current 
account  deficits  have  been  sharply  re- 
duced, and  the  portion  of  export  earn- 


Capital  flight  has  drained  resources 
from  debtor  nations'  economies.  Mean- 
while neither  investment  nor  domestic 
savings  has  shown  much  improvement. 
In  many  cases,  inflation  has  not  been 
brought  under  control.  Commercial 
bank  lending  has  not  always  been 
timely.  The  force  of  these  circum- 
stances has  overshadowed  the  progress 
achieved.  Despite  progress,  prosperity 
remains,  but  for  many,  out  of  reach. 
Other  pressures  also  exist.  The 
multilateral  institutions  and  the  Paris 
Club  have  made  up  a  portion  of  the 


.  .  .  debtor  nations  must  focus  particular  attention  on 
the  adoption  of  new  policies  which  can  better  encour- 
age new  investment  flows,  strengthen  domestic  sav- 
ings, and  promote  the  return  of  flight  capital. 


ings  going  to  pay  interest  on  external 
debt  has  declined.  These  are  signifi- 
cant achievements.  All  the  more  so, 
since  in  parallel  progress,  a  number  of 
debtor  nations  have  advanced  toward 
more  democratic  regimes.  This  has  re- 
quired great  courage  and  persistence. 
The  people  of  these  countries  have 
made  substantial  sacrifices  for  which 
they  have  earned  our  admiration.  We 
must  work  together  to  transform  these 
sacrifices  into  tangible  and  lasting 
benefits. 

In  another  positive  development, 
we  have  avoided  a  major  disruption  to 
the  global  payments  system.  Commer- 
cial banks  have  strengthened  their  capi- 
tal and  built  reserves,  placing  them  in 
a  stronger  position  to  contribute  to  a 
more  rapid  resolution  of  debt  problems. 
The  "menu"  approach  of  the  current 
strategy  has  helped  to  sustain  new  fi- 
nancial support  while  also  encouraging 
debt  reduction  efforts.  The  banks  have 
provided  loans  in  support  of  debtor 
country  economic  programs.  The  stock 
of  debt  in  the  major  debtor  countries 
has  been  reduced  by  some  $24,000  mil- 
lion in  the  past  2  years  through  various 
voluntary  debt-reduction  techniques. 

However,  despite  the  accomplish- 
ments to  date,  we  must  acknowledge 
that  serious  problems  and  impediments 
to  a  successful  resolution  of  the  debt 
crisis  remain.  Clearly  in  many  of  the 
major  debtor  nations,  growth  has  not 
been  sufficient,  nor  has  the  level  of  eco- 
nomic policy  reform  been  adequate. 


shortfall  in  finance.  Commercial  bank 
exposure  to  the  major  debtors  since 
1985  has  declined  slightly,  while  the  ex- 
posure of  the  international  institutions 
has  increased  sharply.  If  this  trend  was 
to  continue,  it  could  lead  to  a  situation 
in  which  the  debt  problem  would  be 
transferred  largely  to  the  international 
institutions,  weakening  their  financial 
position. 

These  are  realities  that  we  cannot 
deny.  They  are  problems  we  must  ad- 
dress if  we  are  to  renew  progress  on 
the  international  debt  crisis. 

Let  me  reiterate  that  we  believe 
that  the  fundamental  principles  of  the 
current  strategy  remain  valid.  How- 
ever, we  believe  that  the  time  has  come 
for  all  members  of  the  international 
community  to  consider  new  ways  that 
they  may  contribute  to  the  common 
effort. 

In  considering  next  steps,  a  few 
key  points  should  be  kept  in  mind. 

First,  obviously  financial  re- 
sources are  scarce.  Can  they  be  used 
more  effectively? 

Second,  we  must  recognize  that  re- 
versing capital  flight  offers  a  major  op- 
portunity, since  in  many  cases  flight 
capital  is  larger  than  outstanding  debt. 

Third,  there  is  no  substitute  for 
sound  policies. 

Fourth,  we  must  maintain  the  im- 
portant role  of  the  international  finan- 
cial institutions  and  preserve  their  fi- 
nancial integrity. 


Fifth,  we  should  encourage  debt 
and  debt  service  reduction  on  a  volun- 
tary basis,  while  recognizing  the  im- 
portance of  continued  new  lending. 
This  should  provide  an  important  step 
back  to  the  free  markets,  where  funds 
abound  and  transactions  are  enacted  in 
days,  not  months. 

Finally,  we  must  draw  together 
these  elements  to  provide  debtor  coun- 
tries with  greater  hope  for  the  future. 

Strengthening  the  Current  Strategy 

Any  new  approach  must  continue  to 
emphasize  the  importance  of  stronger 
growth  in  debtor  nations,  as  well  as  the 
need  for  debtor  reforms  and  adequate 
financial  support  to  achieve  that 
growth.  We  will  have  success  only  if 
our  efforts  are  truly  cooperative.  And 
to  succeed,  we  must  have  the  commit- 
ment and  involvement  of  all  parties. 

First  and  foremost,  debtor  nations 
must  focus  particular  attention  on  the 
adoption  of  new  policies  which  can  bet- 
ter encourage  new  investment  flows, 
strengthen  domestic  savings,  and  pro- 
mote the  return  of  flight  capital.  This 
requires  sound  growth  policies  which 
foster  confidence  in  both  domestic  and 
foreign  investors.  These  are  essential 
ingredients  for  reducing  the  future 
stock  of  debt  and  sustaining  strong 
growth.  Specific  policy  measures  in 
these  areas  should  be  part  of  any  new 
International  Monetary  Fund  (IMF) 
and  World  Bank  programs.  It  is  worth 
noting  that  total  capital  flight  for  most 
major  debtors  is  roughly  comparable  to 
their  total  debt. 

Second,  the  creditor  community — 
the  commercial  banks,  international 
financial  institutions,  and  creditor 
governments — should  provide  more  ef- 
fective and  timely  financial  support.  A 
number  of  steps  are  needed  in  this 
area. 

Commercial  banks  need  to  work 
with  debtor  nations  to  provide  a  broader 
range  of  alternatives  for  financial  sup- 
port, including  greater  efforts  to 
achieve  both  debt  and  debt  service  re- 
duction and  to  provide  new  lending.  The 
approach  to  this  problem  must  be  realis- 
tic. The  path  toward  greater  credit- 
worthiness and  a  return  to  the 
markets  for  many  debtor  countries 
needs  to  involve  debt  reduction.  Diver- 
sified forms  of  financial  support  need 
to  flourish,  and  constraints  should  be 
relaxed.  To  be  specific,  the  sharing  and 
negative-pledge  clauses  included  in  ex- 
isting loan  agreements  are  a  substan- 
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tial  barrier  to  debt  reduction.  In  addi- 
tion, the  banking  community's  interests 
have  become  more  diverse  in  recent 
years.  This  needs  to  be  recognized  by 
both  banks  and  debtors  to  take  advan- 
tage of  various  preferences. 

A  key  element  of  this  approach, 
therefore,  would  be  the  negotiation  of  a 
general  waiver  of  the  sharing  and 
negative-pledge  clauses  for  each  per- 
forming debtor  to  permit  an  orderly 
process  whereby  banks,  which  wish  to 
do  so,  negotiate  debt  or  debt  service  re- 
duction transactions.  Such  waivers 
might  have  a  3-year  life  to  stimulate  ac- 
tivity within  a  short  but  measurable 
timeframe.  We  expect  these  waivers  to 
accelerate  sharply  the  pace  of  debt  re- 
duction and  pass  the  benefits  directly  to 
the  debtor  nations.  We  would  expect 
debtor  nations  also  to  maintain  viable 
debt/equity  swap  programs  for  the  du- 
ration of  this  endeavor  and  would  en- 
courage them  to  permit  domestic 
nationals  to  engage  in  such  transactions. 
Of  course,  banks  will  remain  inter- 
ested in  providing  new  money,  espe- 
cially if  creditworthiness  improves  over 
the  3-year  period.  They  should  be  en- 
couraged to  do  so,  for  new  financing 
will  still  be  required.  In  this  connec- 
tion, consideration  could  be  given  in 
some  cases  to  ways  of  differentiating 
new  from  old  debt. 

The  international  financial  institu- 
tions will  need  to  continue  to  play  cen- 
tral roles.  The  heart  of  their  efforts 
would  be  to  promote  sound  policies  in 
the  debtor  countries  through  advice 
and  financial  support.  With  steady  per- 
formance under  IMF  and  World  Bank 
programs,  these  institutions  can  cata- 
lyze new  financing.  In  addition,  to 
support  and  encourage  debtor  and  com- 
mercial bank  efforts  to  reduce  debt  and 
debt  service  burdens,  the  IMF  and 
World  Bank  could  provide  funding,  as 
part  of  their  policy-based  lending  pro- 
grams, for  debt  or  debt  service  reduc- 
tion purposes.  This  financial  support 
would  be  available  to  countries  which 
elect  to  undertake  a  debt-reduction 
program.  A  portion  of  their  policy- 
based  loans  could  be  used  to  finance 
specific  debt-reduction  plans.  These 
funds  could  support  collateralized  debt 
for  bond  exchanges  involving  a  signifi- 
cant discount  on  outstanding  debt. 
They  could  also  be  used  to  replenish  re- 
serves following  a  cash  buyback. 


Moreover,  both  institutions  could 
offer  new,  additional  financial  support 
to  collateralize  a  portion  of  interest 
payments  for  debt  or  debt  service  re- 
duction transactions.  By  offering  di- 
rect financial  support  for  debt  and  debt 
service  operations,  the  IMF  and  the 
World  Bank  could  provide  new  incen- 
tives, which  would  act  simultaneously 
to  strengthen  prospects  for  greater 
creditworthiness  and  to  restore  volun- 
tary private  financing  in  the  future. 
This  could  lead  to  considerable  im- 
provements in  the  cash  flow  positions  of 
the  debtor  countries. 

While  the  IMF  and  World  Bank 
will  want  to  set  guidelines  on  how  their 
funds  are  used,  the  negotiation  of 
transactions  will  remain  in  the  market 
place — encouraged  and  supported,  but 
not  managed,  by  the  international 
institutions. 

It  will  be  important  that  the  IMF 
and  the  World  Bank  both  be  in  a  strong 
financial  position  to  fulfill  effectively 
their  roles  in  the  strengthened  strat- 
egy. The  Bretton  Woods  Committee 
has  provided  an  important  public  serv- 
ice in  mobilizing  capital  resources  for 
these  institutions.  The  capital  of  the 
World  Bank  has  recently  been  re- 
plenished with  the  implementation  of 
the  recent  general  capital  increase  pro- 
viding approximately  $75,000  million  in 
new  resources  to  the  World  Bank. 

With  respect  to  the  IMF,  the  im- 
plementation of  these  new  efforts  to 


financing  in  support  of  this  effort  may 
wish  to  consider  doing  so.  This  could 
contribute  significantly  to  the  overall 
success  of  this  effort.  We  believe  that 
creditor  governments  should  also  con- 
sider how  to  reduce  regulatory,  ac- 
counting, or  tax  impediments  to  debt 
reduction,  where  these  exist. 

The  third  key  element  of  our  think- 
ing involves  more  timely  and  flexible  fi- 
nancial support.  The  current  manner  in 
which  "financial  gaps"  are  estimated 
and  filled  is  cumbersome  and  rigid.  We 
should  seek  to  change  this  mentality 
and  make  the  process  work  better.  At 
the  same  time,  we  must  maintain  the 
close  association  between  economic 
performance  and  external  financial 
support. 

While  we  believe  the  IMF  should 
continue  to  estimate  debtor  financing 
needs,  we  question  whether  the  inter- 
national financial  institutions  should 
delay  their  initial  disbursements  until 
firm,  detailed  commitments  have  been 
provided  by  all  other  creditors  to  fill 
the  financing  "gap."  In  many  instances, 
this  has  served  to  provide  a  false  sense 
of  security  rather  than  meaningful  fi- 
nancial support.  The  banks  will  them- 
selves need  to  provide  diverse,  active, 
and  timely  support  in  order  to  facilitate 
servicing  of  the  commercial  debt  re- 
maining after  debt  reduction.  Debtor 
nations  should  set  goals  for  both  new 
investment  and  the  repatriation  of 
flight  capital  and  to  adopt  policy  meas- 


the  creditor  community  .  .  .  should  provide  more 
effective  and  timely  financial  support. 


strengthen  the  debt  strategy  could  help 
lay  the  basis  for  an  increase  in  IMF 
quotas.  There  are,  of  course,  other 
important  issues  that  have  to  be  ad- 
dressed in  the  quota  review,  including 
the  IMF  arrears  problem  and  a  need 
for  clear  vision  of  the  IMF's  role  in  the 
1990s.  It  is  our  hope  that  a  consensus 
can  be  reached  on  the  quota  question 
before  the  end  of  the  year. 

Creditor  governments  should  con- 
tinue to  reschedule  or  restructure  their 
own  exposure  through  the  Paris  Club 
and  to  maintain  export  credit  cover  for 
countries  with  sound  reform  programs. 
In  addition,  creditor  countries  which 
are  in  a  position  to  provide  additional 


ures  designed  to  achieve  those  targets. 
Debtor  nations  and  commercial  banks 
should  determine  through  negotiations 
the  portion  of  financing  needs  to  be 
met  via  concerted  or  voluntary  lending 
and  the  contribution  to  be  made  by  vol- 
untary debt  or  debt  service  reduction. 

Finally,  sound  policies  and  open, 
growing  markets  within  the  industrial 
nations  will  continue  to  be  an  essential 
foundation  for  efforts  to  make  progress 
on  the  debt  problem.  We  cannot  rea- 
sonably expect  the  debtor  nations  to  in- 
crease their  exports  and  strengthen 
their  economies  without  access  to 
industrial-country  markets.  The 
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Uruguay  Round  of  trade  negotiations 
provides  an  important  opportunity  to 
advance  an  open  trading  system.  We 
must  all  strive  to  make  this  a  success. 


New  Horizons  in  Europe 


Conclusion 

Taken  together,  the  ideas  I  have  dis- 
cussed today  represent  a  basis  on  which 
we  can  work  to  revitalize  the  current 
debt  strategy.  We  believe  that  through 
our  efforts,  we  can  provide  substantial 
benefits  for  debtor  nations  in  the  form 
of  more  manageable  debt  service  obli- 
gations, smaller  and  more  realistic  fi- 
nancing needs,  stronger  economic 
growth,  and  higher  standards  of  living 
for  their  people. 

If  we  work  together,  we  can  make 
important  progress  toward  our  key 
objectives: 

•  To  assure  that  benefits  are  avail- 
able to  any  debtor  nation  which  demon- 
strates a  commitment  to  sound  policies; 

•  To  minimize  the  cost  or  contin- 
gent shift  in  risk  to  creditor  govern- 
ments and  taxpayers; 

•  To  provide  maximum  oppor- 
tunities for  voluntary,  market-based 
transactions  rather  than  mandatory 
centralization  of  debt  restructurings; 
and 

•  To  better  tap  the  potential  for  al- 
ternative sources  of  private  capital. 

In  the  final  analysis,  our  objective 
is  to  rekindle  the  hope  of  the  people  and 
leaders  of  debtor  nations  that  their  sac- 
rifices will  lead  to  greater  prosperity  in 
the  present  and  the  prospect  of  a  future 
unclouded  by  the  burdens  of  debt.  ■ 


Secretary  Baker's  address  at  the 
ministerial  meeting  signaling  the 
opening  of  two  new  security  negoti- 
ations in  Europe — talks  on  confidence- 
and  security-building  measures 
(CSBMs)  and  separate  talks  on 
co)iventional  armed  forces  in  Europe 
(CFE)-in  Vienna  on  March  6,  1989. 1 

We  meet  here  today  in  a  historic  set- 
ting. Vienna,  of  course,  is  a  living 
monument  to  the  creativity  of  Western 
culture.  This  city  is  also  a  crossroads  of 
civilization.  It  reminds  us  that  Europe 
and  the  achievements  of  Europe  have 
always  gone  beyond  the  limits  of  geog- 
raphy to  influence  the  wider  world. 

But  Vienna  also  bears  witness  to 
vanished  hopes.  Negotiations  and 
agreements  intended  to  bring  enduring 
peace  to  Europe  have  been  discarded 
too  often  in  war.  Too  often  the  lack  of 
security  in  Europe  has  meant  a  lack  of 
security  for  the  entire  world.  That  is 
why  we  are  meeting  here  to  negotiate. 
Our  purpose  is  to  improve  the  security 
of  Europe,  thereby  also  strengthening 
the  foundations  of  world  peace. 

I  believe  that  we  need  a  larger  per- 
spective, a  common  vision  of  where 
we  are  headed  and  why,  if  we  are  to 
succeed. 

East-West  Visions 

After  the  Second  World  War,  Europe 
and  the  world  were  confronted  by  two 
distinctly  opposing  views.  The  United 
States  and  its  allies  in  Western  Europe 
held  the  vision  of  free  peoples,  living 
under  the  rule  of  the  law,  their  individ- 
ual freedoms  protected,  and  their  dem- 
ocratic governments  responsible  to 
those  people. 

We  believed,  and  we  continue  to 
believe,  that  freedom  of  speech  and  of 
religion,  freedom  from  fear,  and  free- 
dom of  opportunity  were  and  are  the 
natural  rights  of  free  men  everywhere. 
We  were  certain,  and  we  continue  to  be 
certain,  that  free  markets  and  individ- 
ual initiatives  are  the  surest  routes  to 
social  and  economic  progress. 

We  sought,  and  we  continue  to 
seek,  our  security  in  a  coalition  of  free 
nations  drawn  together  by  common  val- 
ues, not  only  mutual  interests.  And  we 
envisioned  then,  as  we  envision  now, 
a  Europe  at  peace — its  nations  free 
to  develop  in  diversity  but  united 
against  war. 


Our  vision  was  not  the  only  vision. 
There  was  another  view  opposed  to  the 
values  most  cherished  by  the  West. 
And  the  competition  between  the  two 
visions  gave  us  the  difficult  legacy  with 
which  we  live  today:  a  Europe,  forcibly 
divided  against  the  will  of  its  peoples;  a 
Europe,  the  most  heavily  armed  conti- 
nent in  the  world. 

Now,  as  we  approach  the  end  of 
this  decade,  new  horizons  are  beckon- 
ing, horizons  that  offer  us  the  oppor- 
tunity to  go  beyond  the  conflicts  of  the 
past.  The  other  vision  is  changing.  It  is 
changing  because  we  in  the  West  have 
been  faithful  to  our  own  vision.  And  it 
is  changing  because  realism  has  begun 
to  triumph  in  the  Soviet  Union. 

Perestroika,  glasnost,  and  democ- 
ratization are  the  slogans  of  the  "new 
thinking."  There  are  encouraging  de- 
velopments in  human  rights  and  in  the 
emphasis  upon  the  rule  of  law.  Econ- 
omies once  rigidly  fixed  in  the  grip  of 
centralized  control  are  being  loosened, 
and  a  role  for  individual  initiative  has 
been  decreed.  Recently,  [Soviet]  Gener- 
al Secretary  Gorbachev  has  declared, 
"World  politics,  too,  should  be  guided 
by  the  primacy  of  universal  human  val- 
ues." The  rhetoric  of  Soviet  foreign 
policy  is  being  reshaped  with  less 
emphasis  on  the  use  of  force;  [Foreign] 
Minister  Shevardnadze  affirmed  that 
again  today,  and  that's  very  good. 

No  one  can  foretell  where  this 
process  will  lead  or  even  whether  it 
will  endure.  Yet  we  cannot  deny  the  re- 
ality of  what  is  actually  happening  in 
Europe  today.  Dostoevsky,  in  his  novel 
The  Possessed,  wrote  that  "The  fire  is 
in  the  minds  of  men,  not  in  the  roofs  of 
buildings."  The  revolutionary  changes 
in  that  part  of  Europe  still  behind  a 
rusting  iron  curtain  are  changes  above 
all  in  the  minds  of  men,  in  their  vision 
of  the  future.  People  want  freedom: 
freedom  of  the  mind;  freedom  in  the 
home;  freedom  in  the  workplace;  and 
free  governments.  And  these  freedoms 
will  heal  the  wounds  inflicted  by  stag- 
nation and  tyranny. 

A  Europe  of  Freedoms 

I  propose  that  we  dedicate  ourselves  to 
creating  a  new  Europe — a  Europe 
based  on  these  freedoms: 

•  The  freedom  of  all  Europeans  to 
have  a  say  in  decisions  which  affect 
their  lives,  including  freedom  of  the 
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workplace.  The  legality  of  Solidarity, 
for  example,  should  really  be  the  norm 
and  not  the  subject  for  negotiations. 

•  The  freedom  of  all  Europeans  to 
express  their  political  differences, 
when  all  ideas  are  welcome  and  human 
rights  are  truly  inviolable.  Monitors  of 
the  Helsinki  agreements,  for  example, 
should  be  honored  and  not  hunted  by 
their  governments. 

•  The  freedom  of  all  Europeans  to 
exchange  ideas  and  information  and  to 
exercise  their  right  to  freedom  of  move- 
ment. The  researcher  in  Prague,  for 
example,  should  be  able  to  find  the 
books  he  needs.  Barbed  wire  should  not 
separate  cousins  in  Hamburg  from 
cousins  in  Dresden.  And  a  wall  should 
not  divide  Berlin,  continuing,  as  we've 
seen  just  in  the  past  month,  to  cost  the 
lives  of  people  seeking  freedom. 

•  Finally,  the  freedom  of  all  Euro- 
peans to  be  safe  from  military  intim- 
idation or  attack.  Those  in  the  West 
should  be  free  of  the  fear  that  the  mas- 
sive forces  under  Soviet  command 
might  invade  them.  Those  in  the  East 
should  be  free  of  the  fear  that  armed 
Soviet  intervention,  justified  by  the 
Brezhnev  doctrine,  would  be  used 
again  to  deny  them  choice. 

"New  thinking"  and  the  Brezhnev 
doctrine  are  in  fundamental  conflict. 
We  call  today  upon  General  Secretary 
Gorbachev  to  renounce  the  Brezhnev 
doctrine — beyond  any  shadow  of  a 
doubt.  Let  the  "new  thinking"  sweep 
away  this  vestige  from  the  era  of 
stagnation. 

These  four  freedoms  are  insepar- 
able. They  are  the  principles  for  the 
new  Europe;  they  are  the  keys  that 
open  the  door  to  the  European  house  of 
the  future.  As  the  American  President 
Abraham  Lincoln  said,  "A  house  divid- 
ed against  itself  cannot  stand."  A  con- 
tinent divided  by  a  wall  cannot  be 
secure.  A  secure  and  prosperous  Euro- 
pe can  never  be  built  on  the  basis  of  ar- 
tificial barriers,  fear,  and  the  denial  of 
independence. 

I  am  happy  to  report  that  we  have 
made  some  progress  toward  realizing 
the  new  Europe  of  the  freedoms — 
progress  upon  which  we  all  can  build. 
The  Conference  on  Security  and  Co- 
operation in  Europe— through  the 
Helsinki,  Madrid,  Stockholm,  and  now 
the  Vienna  documents — has  defined 
ever  more  precisely  the  obligations  of 
states.  We  have  emphasized  a  new  free- 
dom for  individuals  and  the  expanded 
concept  of  openness  and  confidence- 
building  measures  in  the  field  of  secu- 
rity. We  support  this  process.  The 


Helsinki  Final  Act  embodies  our  vision 
of  Europe.  And  NATO's  security  di- 
mension has  always  had  the  prevention 
of  war  as  its  only  purpose. 

Economic  and  Environmental 
Initiatives 

Economic  change  is  also  a  marked  fea- 
ture of  the  new  Europe.  The  creation  of 
a  single  market  by  1992,  looking  out- 
ward to  benefit  all  who  wish  to  trade, 
would  surely  fulfill  the  hopes  of  those 
postwar  visionaries  who  rightfully  saw 
economic  union  as  a  buttress  of  peace 
and  freedom.  Centralized  economies 
are  slowly  divesting  the  straitjacket  of 
outmoded  Marxist-Leninist  theories. 
And  the  desire  for  increased  commer- 


And  so,  as  we  eye  the  horizon,  im- 
portant questions  remain  unanswered. 
Will  the  new  rhetoric  be  translated 
into  new  actions,  or  will  we  see  a  repe- 
tition of  the  past — of  hopes  disap- 
pointed once  more? 

Will  East  and  West,  together,  be 
able  to  dismantle  the  barriers  thrown 
up  by  the  old  era  of  competing  visions? 
Will  these  barriers  finally  be  removed; 
will  the  Berlin  Wall  and  the  barbed 
wire  and  the  watch  towers  finally  be 
relegated  to  history?  Will  the  Soviet 
Union  demilitarize  its  foreign  policy  in 
Europe;  will  it  cease  to  threaten  de- 
mocracy's house  with  tens  of  thousands 
of  tanks? 

I  was  encouraged  by  what  [For- 
eign] Minister  Shevardnadze  said  ear- 
lier today  as  he  spoke  of  far-reaching 


The  current  force  levels  and  force  structures  in 
Europe  are  not  engraved  in  stone.  They  are  the 
product  of  history,  the  results  of  conflict.  And  they 
can  be  changed. 


cial  contact  is  strong  and  growing  ever 
stronger.  There  is  also  a  genuine  possi- 
bility for  all  industrialized  nations, 
both  East  and  West,  to  work  together 
on  newly  recognized  transnational 
problems. 

Dangers  to  our  environment,  for 
example,  risk  the  most  fundamental  se- 
curity of  all  the  Earth's  citizens.  Just 
last  week,  to  protect  the  globe's  ozone 
layer,  the  European  Community  and 
the  United  States  decided  to  end  the 
use  of  all  chlorofluorocarbons  (CFCs) 
by  the  year  2000,  assuming  adequate 
substitutes  can  be  found — as  we  believe 
they  can.  We  hope  the  Soviet  Union 
will  consider  joining  us  in  the  spirit  of 
"new  thinking." 

Reducing  Military  Confrontation 

This  is  progress.  But  while  the  old  era 
apparently  recedes  before  the  horizons 
of  the  new  Europe,  those  horizons  are 
still  too  distant.  The  arms  and  the  arm- 
ies still  face  each  other.  An  iron  curtain 
still  divides  this  continent.  Too  many 
governments  have  followed  their  sol- 
emn signature  on  human  rights  pledges 
with  violent  suppression  of  dissent. 


reductions.  In  recent  years,  we  have 
seen  reasons  to  be  hopeful  about  the 
new  Soviet  thinking.  But  both  realism 
and  prudence  require  that  we  test  the 
new  thinking  to  make  sure  that  it 
means  new  policy  and,  above  all, 
changes  in  military  deployments.  We 
have  sought  to  discover  whether  East 
and  West  could  take  steps  together — 
irreversible  steps — that  lead  toward 
the  Europe  of  the  freedoms.  And  we 
have  also  sought  to  reduce  the  level  of 
military  confrontation. 

Here,  too,  there  is  progress  to 
report.  Responding  to  an  American 
proposal,  the  Soviet  Union  joined 
the  United  States  in  achieving  an 
intermediate-range  nuclear  forces 
treaty  that  provides  for  the  elimination 
of  an  entire  class  of  nuclear-capable 
missiles.  The  treaty  contains  impor- 
tant precedents,  especially  in  the  areas 
of  verification  and  asymetrical  reduc- 
tions to  equality.  We  have  also  made  en- 
couraging progress  in  the  START 
[strategic  arms  reduction  talks]  talks 
toward  reducing  strategic  forces.  And 
we  look  forward,  once  our  review  is 
completed,  to  further  steps  on  the  road 
toward  arms  reduction  and  arms 
control. 
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Chemical  Weapons  Elimination 

President  Bush  has  declared  that  the 
control  and  elimination  of  chemical 
weapons  is  a  high  priority  for  the  Unit- 
ed States.  Since  1984,  when  he  tabled  a 
draft  treaty  to  eliminate  chemical 
weapons  from  the  face  of  the  Earth  on 
an  effectively  verifiable  basis,  the 
United  States  has  exercised  leadership 
in  the  Geneva  negotiations.  We  will 
continue  to  be  at  the  forefront  of  these 
efforts  in  the  future  as  well.  However, 
until  we  eliminate  these  weapons  in  a 
verifiable  way,  the  United  States  will 
maintain  a  minimal  chemical  deterrent. 

Recently,  we  were  gratified  by  the 
response  to  President  Reagan's  call  for 
a  conference  on  the  use  of  chemical 
weapons — and  the  success  of  that  con- 
ference under  the  leadership  of  the 
Government  of  France.  Clearly,  some 
nations  are  ready  for  action. 

The  United  States  is  prepared  to 
lead  in  dealing  with  this  problem.  And 
so  I  am  happy  to  announce  that  as  one 
of  his  first  acts,  President  Bush  has  di- 
rected our  new  Administration  to  ex- 
plore ways  to  accelerate  the  removal  of 
our  existing  chemical  weapons  from 
Germany.  The  early  removal  of  these 
weapons  will  require  available  safe 
storage  and  the  development  of  practi- 
cal plans  to  destroy  them. 

But  unilateral  action  is  not  enough. 
The  Soviet  Union  has  enormous  stocks 
of  chemical  weapons  threatening  Euro- 
pe. We,  therefore,  call  on  the  Soviets  to 
join  us,  to  accelerate  the  destruction  of 
their  enormous  stockpile  of  these 
frightening  weapons. 

Finally,  we  must  address  the 
threat  of  chemical  weapons  prolifera- 
tion. We  can  build  on  our  recent  suc- 
cess in  Paris.  We  propose  that  we  bring 
together  governments  and  representa- 
tives of  the  international  chemical  in- 
dustry. We  have  been  discussing  with 
Australia  the  general  question  of  prolif- 
eration and  the  importance  of  holding 
such  a  conference.  For  a  number  of 
years,  Australia  has  played  a  leading 
role  internationally  in  trying  to  pre- 
vent the  spread  of  chemical  weapons, 
including  as  leader  of  the  Australia 
group  of  Western  chemical-producing 
states.  I  am  pleased  to  tell  you,  there- 
fore, that  the  Government  of  Australia 
has  agreed  to  take  the  initiative  in  or- 
ganizing such  a  conference. 

Its  purpose  will  be  to  discuss  the 
growing  problem  of  the  movement  of 
chemical  weapons  precursors  and  tech- 
nology in  international  commerce.  We 
hope  to  establish  better  means  of  com- 
munication about  this  deadly  trade. 


Conventional  Military  Imbalances 

Progress  on  nuclear  arms  control  and 
chemical  weapons,  however,  is  not  suffi- 
cient. We  shall  never  be  able  to  set 
East-West  relations  on  an  irreversible 
course  toward  enduring  improvement 
unless  we  deal  with  the  huge  conven- 
tional military  imbalances  in  Europe. 
We  can  define  the  issue  simply:  a  vast 
force,  spearheaded  by  heavily  armored 
units  and  supported  by  massive  fire- 
power, has  been  fielded  by  the  Soviet 
Union  and  its  allies.  That  force  points 
West. 

We  in  the  West  have  faced  this 
threat  since  the  dawn  of  the  cold  war. 
Today,  Soviet  and  Warsaw  Pact  mili- 
tary forces  go  far  beyond  those  conceiv- 
ably needed  for  defense.  Warsaw  Pact 
tanks  outnumber  NATO  tanks  by  over 
3-to-l,  Warsaw  Pact  artillery  exceeds 
NATO's  artillery  by  3-to-l,  and  the 
Warsaw  Pact  holds  more  than  a  2-to-l 
advantage  over  NATO's  armored  troop 
carriers. 

These  ratios  speak  for  themselves. 
And  as  NATO  has  pointed  out,  these 
are  forces  best  suited  to  an  invasion  of 
Western  Europe. 

It  is  this  array  of  Soviet  armed 
might  that  divides  Europe  against  its 
will  and  holds  European  hopes  hostage 
to  possibly  hostile  Soviet  intentions. 

Lately,  we  have  heard  that  Soviet 
military  doctrine  is  changing  to  meet  a 
standard  called  "reasonable  sufficien- 
cy." And  in  December  at  the  United 
Nations,  General  Secretary  Gorbachev 
declared  the  Soviet  intention  to  with- 
draw 50,000  men,  5,000  tanks,  and 
other  selected  equipment  from  certain 
areas  of  Eastern  Europe.  Several  East 
European  governments  have  also  an- 
nounced unilateral  force  reductions. 

That's  a  start,  a  very  good  start. 
It's  a  very  hopeful  start,  and,  of 
course,  we  are  watching  to  see  the 
words  become  deeds.  And  equally  clear 
is  the  necessity  to  go  further.  Even  af- 
ter these  reductions,  the  Warsaw  Pact 
would  retain  a  2-to-l  edge  in  tanks  and 
artillery.  The  Warsaw  Pact's  conven- 
tional military  preponderance,  espe- 
cially in  the  spearheads  of  attack,  is,  in 
fact,  what  makes  an  invasion  possible. 

These  are  hard  facts.  These  are 
the  facts  that  have  to  be  changed  if  our 
negotiations  are  to  be  successful  and  if 
the  foundations  of  a  new  Europe  are  to 
endure.  The  arms  control  process  must 
now  be  focused  strongly  on  this  East- 
West  imbalance. 

The  United  States,  together  with 
the  other  Western  participants  in  these 
talks,  has  developed  serious  proposals 


to  end  disparities  in  conventional 
ground  forces  and  to  introduce  far- 
reaching  confidence-building  and 
stabilizing  measures. 

Our  approach  focuses  on  the 
achievement  of  significant  reductions  in 
key  military  capabilities  that  are  de- 
signed for  invasion.  For  example,  we 
propose  an  overall  limit  on  the  total  ar- 
mament in  Europe  and  that  no  more 
than  40,000  tanks  should  be  deployed 
by  the  23  participating  states  in  the 
CFE  negotiations.  In  addition,  Western 
participants  are  prepared  to  introduce 
new  confidence-building  measures  in 
the  near  future,  aimed  at  increasing 
transparency  and  reducing  the  possi- 
bility of  surprise  attack.  Ultimately,  of 
course,  stability  will  be  achieved  when 
no  country  is  able  to  dominate  by  force 
of  arms. 

Let  me  emphasize  once  more,  how- 
ever, that  change  in  the  military  bal- 
ance is  only  one  part  of  the  process. 
Only  when  the  causes  of  the  historic  di- 
vision of  Europe  have  been  removed, 
when  we  have  achieved  the  free  flow  of 
people  and  information,  when  citizens 
everywhere  enjoy  free  expression,  only 
then  will  it  be  possible  to  eliminate  to- 
tally the  military  confrontation.  In 
other  words,  we  cannot  remove  the 
symptoms,  unless  we  deal  fundamen- 
tally with  the  causes.  I  am  encouraged 
that  increasingly  people  from  both 
East  and  West  understand  that  rela- 
tionship. We  must  all  work  to  bring 
about  far-reaching  changes  that  end 
the  division  of  this  continent. 

The  United  States  is  committed  to 
working  with  reasonable  men  and  wo- 
men in  all  countries  to  achieve  success. 
We  approach  the  negotiations,  which 
will  begin  a  few  days  from  now  in  these 
very  halls,  with  a  clear  goal,  solid  prin- 
ciples, and  well-defined  objectives. 

Our  goal  in  these  negotiations,  as 
in  all  arms  control  negotiations,  will  be 
to  prevent  war — any  war,  nuclear  or 
conventional — deter  aggression,  and 
increase  stability  at  lower  levels  of 
armed  forces.  We  shall  judge  every 
proposal  not  simply  by  the  numbers  of 
weapons  reduced  but  by  the  impact  on 
deterrence  and  stability. 

To  achieve  this  goal,  we  reaffirm 
the  unity  of  purpose  between  the  Unit- 
ed States  and  its  European  allies.  We 
have  long  recognized,  as  NATO  Secre- 
tary General  Manfred  Woerner  said, 
that  "Europe  needs  America  as  Amer- 
ica needs  Europe Separate,  we 

would  become  victims  of  world  histori- 
cal development;  together  we  can  deter- 
mine the  course  of  world  history  for  the 
better." 
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Our  negotiating  objectives  are  well 
defined. 

First,  as  I  mentioned  earlier,  the 
NATO  allies  have  called  for  equal  ceil- 
ings in  key  items  of  equipment  at  levels 
below  current  NATO  forces.  This 
would  be  the  best  step  toward  a  secure 
Europe  at  lower  levels  of  arms. 

Second,  no  state  should  possess 
capabilities  designed  primarily  for 
invasion. 

Third,  a  regime  of  mutual  open- 
ness and  transparency  about  military 
matters  should  be  expanded  which  can 
foster  confidence,  clarify  intentions, 
and  thereby  strenghten  stability. 

In  addition,  we  hope  that  all  states 
will  adopt  doctrines  and  force  struc- 
tures which  faithfully  reflect  defensive 
intentions. 

As  these  negotiations  unfold,  we 
and  our  allies  will  explore  every  oppor- 
tunity for  progress.  The  current  force 
levels  and  force  structures  in  Europe 
are  not  engraved  in  stone.  They  are 
the  product  of  history,  the  results  of 
conflict.  And  they  can  be  changed. 

If  the  past  is  any  guide,  however, 
we  can  expect  many  proposals  that 
promise  the  perfection  of  disarmament 
if  we  would  only  abandon  the  pragma- 
tism of  deterrence.  To  paraphrase 
Winston  Churchill,  the  counsel  of  per- 
fection is  admirable  in  a  clergyman  but 
impractical  in  a  statesman.  The  oppor- 
tunities are  too  precious  to  be  squan- 
dered in  sweeping  but  impractical 
proposals.  Instead,  let  us  do  the  work 
of  peace  carefully,  progressing  step  by 
step  and  verifying  each  step. 

Conclusion 

I  have  spoken  today  of  the  new  Europe, 
of  the  freedoms,  of  the  new  horizons 
beckoning  to  a  continent  divided  40 
years  ago  because  of  a  conflict  of  vi- 
sions. As  that  conflict  weakens,  it  may 
be  possible  to  remove  the  old  obstacles 
thrown  up  in  Europe's  path.  That  is  our 
task.  We  must  remove  at  last  the  con- 
ventional force  imbalances  and  curtains 
of  secrecy  that  have  so  long  imperiled 
European  security  and,  with  it,  world 
peace. 

This  essential  step  will  not  be 
easy.  It  will  produce  new  challenges 
and  perhaps  some  difficult  moments. 
But  we  cannot  desist  from  the  task. 


I  have  argued  that  a  clearer  under- 
standing of  the  Europe  of  the  future 
will  ease  the  burden.  Already,  we  can 
glimpse  part  of  that  horizon  of  a  peace- 
ful and  prosperous  Europe  for  which  so 
many  have  sacrificed.  Yet  though  it 
beckons,  we  know  that  nothing  can  be 
taken  for  granted.  It  falls  to  us  to  take 
the  next  step,  if  not  the  final  one,  on 
this  journey. 

Prophecy  is  God's  gift  to  but  a  few, 
yet  imagination  is  the  birthright  of  ev- 
ery human  being.  We  can  but  dimly  see 


the  future  through  the  mists  of  change, 
yet  we  can  all  imagine  the  world  we 
would  like  to  see.  That  is  the  summons 
of  our  undertaking.  Let  us,  therefore, 
go  forward  together  to  build  that  Euro- 
pe we  would  like  to  see — a  free,  open, 
secure,  and  prosperous  Europe;  a 
whole  Europe,  ennobling  by  example 
all  mankind. 
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Secretary  Meets  With  Soviet  Foreign  Minister 


Following  are  Secretary  Baker's 
remarks  and  a  question-and-answer 
session  with  reporters  after  his 
meeting  with  Soviet  Foreign  Minister 
Shevardnadze  in  Vienna  on  March  7, 
1989.1 

Let  me  simply  say  that  we  had  a  very 
good  initial  meeting.  We  had  a  very 
broad  discussion,  and  I  think  it  was 
quite  substantive.  We  had  1  hour  of 
one-on-one,  and  then  we  had  another 
hour  at  a  plenary  session.  This  meeting 
generally,  I  think,  set  the  stage  for  our 
next  meeting  which  I'm  sure  the  [For- 
eign] Minister  has  told  you  will  be  in 
Moscow  sometime  during  the  first  2 
weeks  in  May. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  these 
talks  were  conducted  in  a  very  positive 
atmosphere,  and  this  reflected  the 
determination  of  all  of  us  to  work  to- 
gether and  to  cooperate.  As  we  were 
walking  out,  the  [Foreign]  Minister 
characterized  our  meeting  as  a  good 
beginning,  and  I  would  certainly  agree 
with  that.  I  told  him,  as  I  had  told  our 
NATO  allies  during  the  course  of  my 
trip  around  Europe  a  couple  of  weeks 
ago,  that  we  believe  perestroika  is  good 
for  the  Soviet  Union,  and  we  think  it  is 
good  for  the  rest  of  the  world,  and  we 
hope  that  the  Soviets  succeed.  I  also 
noted  our  belief  that  the  success  of  per- 
estroika is  really  dependent  upon  what 
the  Soviets  do  and  not  what  we  in  the 
West  do. 

I  talked  about  our  desire  to  expand 
the  agenda  of  our  dialogue  to  include 
therein  those  global  issues  or  transna- 
tional issues  which  cut  across  national 
boundaries,  and  he  agreed  that  we 
could  do  that.  I  laid  out  our  desire  to 
expand  some  of  the  existing  parts  of 
our  agenda,  such  as  arms  control,  so 
that  we  can  deal  with  problems  like 
missile  and  chemical  weapons  prolifera- 


tion. He  agreed  that  we  should  try  to 
do  this.  I  think  this  is  an  example  of 
our  shared  interests  in  really  what  is 
basically  a  North-South  problem. 

We  raised  other  parts  of  our  exist- 
ing agenda  beginning  with  human 
rights,  as  we  always  do;  made  clear 
that  we  wanted  to  see  continued  prog- 
ress on  human  rights — that  we'd  seen 
good  progress  up  until  about  December 
and  then  seen  very  little  progress  over 
the  course  of  the  past  couple  of  months 
but  that  we  were  quite  confident  once 
we  had  the  dialogue  resumed  that  that 
progress  would  continue. 

I  stressed  our  continuing  disap- 
pointment with  some  of  the  actions  in 
Berlin.  I  mentioned  these  in  my  speech 
yesterday  [page  56 J — these  incidents 
where  German  Democratic  Republic 
guards  recently  killed  a  would-be  es- 
capee and  caught  another  one  against 
the  western  embankment  of  the  Spree 
River  in  the  British  sector  of  Berlin. 

We  talked  about  bilateral  ties, 
about  the  importance  of  improving  and 
expanding  on  those,  on  the  intellectual 
and  cultural  exchanges.  I  told  him  that 
our  review  of  the  strategic  arms  talks 
was  moving  along;  that  we  would  ex- 
pect that  to  be  completed  toward  the 
end  of  April;  that  the  United  States 
had,  in  addition  to  our  review  of  our 
negotiating  position  on  the  strategic 
arms  reduction  talks  (START),  to  com- 
plete a  strategic  modernization  review 
as  well. 

With  respect  to  the  conventional 
armed  forces  in  Europe  (CFE)  talks, 
I  pointed  out  that  we  are  determined 
to  see  agreements  that  change  force 
structures,  that  emphasize  defensive 
force  structures,  minimize  those  forces 
such  as  tanks  and  artillery  that  make 
offensive  operations  thinkable.  I 
pointed  out  again,  as  I  did  in  my 
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speech  yesterday,  that  we  believe  the 
Soviets  are  moving  in  this  direction 
and  that  that  is  encouraging. 

Yes,  there  are  differences  between 
us  with  respect  to  how  we  will  deal 
with  aircraft,  how  we  will  deal  with  na- 
val forces;  and  there  are  differences  be- 
tween us  with  respect  to  short-range 
nuclear  weapons.  I  would  point  out  to 
you  that  naval  forces  and  short-range 
nuclear  weapons  were  expressly  ex- 
cluded from  the  negotiating  mandate 
for  these  talks. 

We  talked  about  regional  conflicts. 
We  talked  about  the  fact  that  this  is  a 
part  of  our  agenda  that  requires  special 
attention,  although  I  think  it  is  fair  to 
say  that  we  have  made  some  pretty 
good  progress  working  together  on 
some  regional  conflicts,  speaking  spe- 
cifically of  what's  going  on  in  Angola 
and  Namibia  and  what  has  just  hap- 
pened in  Afghanistan. 

We  talked  of  the  Soviet  "new  think- 
ing" and  the  application  to  some  of 
these  regional  areas.  We  discussed  the 
Mideast.  We  discussed  Central  Amer- 
ica. We  discussed  cooperation  in  the 
Horn  of  Africa.  We  made  the  point  that 
with  respect  to  the  "new  thinking,"  we 
were  anxious  to  see  action  and  not  just 
rhetoric.  We  made  the  point  that  we 
really  weren't  seeing  much  sign  of  the 
"new  thinking"  insofar  as  current  So- 
viet posturing  with  Iran  is  concerned. 
We  said  we  were  looking  for  signs  of  the 
"new  thinking"  in  Central  America  as 
well. 

We  welcomed  the  Soviet  interest  in 
the  Middle  East.  We  genuinely  believe 
that  we  can  perhaps  move  toward  peace 
in  the  Middle  East  by  working  together 
but  that  it  is  important  that  we  begin  a 
process  that  has  some  real  chance  of 
success.  We  pointed  out  our  reserva- 
tions about  beginning  with  a  big  inter- 
national conference  under  the  glare  of 
the  television  lights,  and  we  said  that 
pushing  prematurely  for  such  a  confer- 
ence in  our  view  could  preempt  more 
promising  possibilities  that  might  oc- 
cur down  the  line. 

Finally  the  question  of  a  summit 
did  come  up.  The  United  States  is  not 
ready  as  yet  to  set  a  date  for  the  next 
summit,  and  I  am  sure  that  this  is  a 
matter  that  we  will  be  discussing  at 
our  next  ministerial. 

Q.  You  spoke  of  the  review  on 
START,  but  do  you  have  any  inkling 
yet  on  when  those  talks  might 
resume — those  negotiations? 


A.  I  think  I  said  to  you,  and  I  said 
to  the  [Foreign]  Minister,  that  that  re- 
view will  be  completed  by  the  end  of 
April.  Upon  the  completion  of  that  re- 
view, we  will  then  begin  to  assess  when 
we  think  those  talks  should  resume. 
Clearly  they  can't  resume  until  we  com- 
plete the  review,  but  the  review  will  be 
completed  by  the  end  of  April. 

Q.  Does  the  United  States  agree 
on  the  Soviet  plan  of  holding  an  inter- 
national conference  on  the  Middle 
East? 

A.  No.  I've  just  spoken  to  that  in 
quite  some  detail.  We  think  that  an  inter- 
national conference  could  well,  in  fact,  be 
counterproductive.  We  believe  that  work 
at  lower  levels,  on  the  ground,  to  bring 
about  a  climate  that  can  help  lead  to  di- 
rect negotiations  between  the  parties  is 
what  is  needed.  Peace  in  the  Middle  East 
will  come  from  direct  negotiations  bet- 
ween Israelis  and  Palestinians. 

Q.  What  did  you  mean  when  you 
said  that  you  complained  to  the  Sovi- 
ets about  their  posturing  on  Iran?  Is 
that  in  connection  with  the  Rushdie 
case  [Salman  Rushdie,  author  of  The 
Satanic  Verses]  or  other  matters?  Can 
you  expand  on  that? 

A.  No,  I'd  rather  leave  it  right 
there,  but  it  does  include  the  matters 
you  mentioned. 

Q.  On  the  question  of  Central 
America,  did  you  raise  the  amount  of 
Soviet  aid  to  Nicaragua? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Did  you  ask  them  to  cut  it 
back? 

A.  That  is  a  request  that  has  been 
made  before,  but  the  answer  is  yes,  we 
did.  We  pointed  out  the  fact  that  the 
United  States  is  not  furnishing  any  mil- 
itary assistance  to  the  resistance  in 
Nicaragua,  that  the  Armed  Forces  of 
Nicaragua  are  way  out  of  proportion  to 
anything  else  that  exists  in  Central 
America  and,  in  fact,  represent  a  rather 
significant  threat  to  their  neighbors. 

Q.  Did  you  suggest  that  there 
might  be  willingness  to  move  on  high 
technology  trade  on  our  part? 

A.  I  didn't  link  it  to  anything. 

Q.  Was  there  a  Soviet  response  to 
that? 

A.  The  response  was  that  some  con- 
sideration could  be  given  to  cutting  back 
on  military  assistance  to  Nicaragua  if 
the  United  States  would  see  fit  to  elimi- 
nate any  security  assistance  to  other 
states  in  Central  America,  which,  of 
course,  is  not  acceptable  to  the  United 


States  by  virtue  of  the  imbalance  that 
exists  as  far  as  Nicaragua  and  its  neigh- 
bors are  concerned. 

Q.  On  the  human  rights  issue, 
did  you  mention  specific  cases? 

A.  Yes,  we  did  mention  specific 
cases,  as  we  have  in  our  prior 
discussions. 

Q.  Did  you  give  names? 

A.  I  would  not  want  to  give  you  the 
names  because  that's  something  on 
which  we  can  expect  progress  if  we  don't 
put  the  names  out  there  in  the  public 
arena. 

Q.  Would  you  care  to  comment  on 
the  European  Community  troika  pro- 
posal regarding  the  Middle  East? 

A.  I  have  the  same  comments  on 
that  as  I  expressed  to  the  EC  troika 
ministers  yesterday  that  I've  just  given 
you  here.  We  should  be  very  careful  that 
we  do  not  preempt  what  might  be  more 
promising  opportunities  down  the  line 
by  rushing  to  a  high  visibility  interna- 
tional conference  on  the  Middle  East. 

The  situation  cries  out  for  some  hard 
work  on  the  ground  to  bring  about  an  at- 
mosphere that  will  be  conducive  ulti- 
mately to  direct  negotiations  between 
the  parties.  We  have  a  new  situation  in 
the  Middle  East.  We  have  a  dialogue  bet- 
ween the  United  States  and  the  Pal- 
estine Liberation  Organization  (PLO), 
something  that  has  not  existed  before. 
We  have  a  certain  dynamic,  I  think,  that 
may  provide  some  opportunities,  if  we 
are  careful  about  how  we  go  about  ap- 
proaching those  opportunities. 

Q.  Did  you  agree  on  a  set  of 
working-level  talks  between  now 
and — 

A.  We  agreed  that  we  would  con- 
tinue the  method  of  handling  our  dia- 
logue as  we  have  in  the  past,  that  when 
we  have  full-blown  ministerials — and,  of 
course,  this  was  not  one  of  those  because 
it  was  our  initial  meeting  around  the 
edges  of  the  conference  here  in  Vienna — 
but  we  agreed  that  we  would  have  ex- 
perts accompany  us  when  we  have  our 
ministerial  meetings  in  the  future. 
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FY  1990  Assistance  Request 
for  the  Middle  East 


Following  are  statements  by 
Edward  S.  Walker  and  A.  Peter 
Burleigh,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretaries 
for  Near  East  and  South  Asian 
Affairs,  before  the  Subcommittee  on 
Europe  and  the  Middle  East  of  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  on 
March  1,2,  and  9,  1989.1 


DEPUTY  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY 

WALKER, 
MAR.  1,  1989 

The  search  for  a  comprehensive,  peace- 
ful settlement  of  the  Arab-Israeli 
conflict  and  the  promotion  of  U.S.  in- 
terests and  access  in  the  Middle  East 
are  major  objectives  of  the  Bush  Ad- 
ministration. While  the  region  as  a 
whole  remains  volatile,  there  have  been 
significant  steps  toward  peace  over  the 
past  decade.  Above  all  the  Treaty  of 
Peace  Between  Egypt  and  Israel — 
whose  10th  anniversary  occurs  at  the 
end  of  this  month — remains  the  cor- 
nerstone and  model  of  the  peace  proc- 
ess. We  welcome  and  support  the 
commitment  of  both  countries  to  fur- 
ther strengthening  and  deepening  their 
bilateral  relationship. 

We  are  committed  to  working 
closely  with  the  Government  of  Israel 
and  with  moderate  Arab  leaders  for  a 
resolution  of  the  outstanding  issues  of 
the  Arab-Israeli  conflict,  including  the 
Palestinian  question.  This  will  involve 
a  genuine  process  of  consultation  with 
the  Israeli  leadership  at  every  stage, 
and  we  look  forward  to  the  early  visits 
to  Washington  of  Foreign  Minister 
Arens  and  Prime  Minister  Shamir. 
Secretary  Baker  also  is  particularly  in- 
terested to  assure  that  our  consulta- 
tions extend  fully  to  the  Congress,  and 
it  is  in  this  spirit  that  I  appear  here 
today. 

The  Administration's  approach 
to  the  peace  process  is  based  on  the 
principles  which  have  governed  U.S. 
policy  over  the  past  two  decades.  As 
Secretary  Baker  indicated  in  his  con- 
firmation hearings,  we  believe  that  op- 
portunities to  move  the  peace  process 
forward  need  to  be  carefully  explored. 
We  want  to  build  a  positive  environ- 
ment for  direct  negotiations  because 
only  such  negotiations  can  lead  to  true 
peace.  We  see  no  need  to  rush  to  a  high 


visibility  international  conference 
whose  outcome  would  be  highly 
problematic. 

The  situation  in  the  West  Bank  and 
Gaza  Strip  remains  difficult.  The  Pal- 
estinian uprising  continues,  and  the 
level  of  violence  remains  high.  An  im- 
portant step  is  to  reduce  the  level  of  vi- 
olence. The  15-month  uprising,  the 
reduction  of  Jordan's  financial  and  ad- 
ministrative involvement  since  last 
summer,  and  the  devaluation  of  the  Jor- 
danian dinar  have  had  serious  reper- 
cussions for  the  Palestinian  residents  of 
the  West  Bank  and  Gaza  Strip. 

The  Middle  East  region  confronts 
Israel  with  a  number  of  major  security 
problems,  particularly  the  proliferation 
of  ballistic  missile  technology  and 
chemical  weapons.  The  United  States  is 
committed  to  maintaining  Israel's  qual- 
itative and  technological  capacity  to  de- 
fend itself  against  these  threats.  We 
will  not  relax  our  efforts  to  assure  Is- 
rael's ability  to  maintain  and  protect 
its  vital  security  interests. 

Israel  and  the  United  States  have 
developed  an  effective  program  of  stra- 
tegic cooperation,  including  training, 
exercises,  and  close  consultations  on 
the  regional  security  environment.  We 
will  work  to  further  strengthen  our 
strategic  cooperation  in  these  areas. 

Assistance  to  Israel 

A  fundamental  element  of  U.S.  foreign 
policy  has  been  support  for  a  strong 
and  secure  Israel.  Our  links  with  Israel 
are  broad  and  deep,  based  on  shared 
values,  common  interests,  and  a  com- 
mitment to  democracy  and  freedom.  In 
recent  years,  we  have  developed  insti- 
tutional and  commercial  links  which 
have  reinforced  these  traditional  ties. 
These  include  the  Joint  Political  Mili- 
tary Group,  which  is  concerned  with 
strategic  cooperation;  the  Joint 
Security  Assistance  Planning  Group, 
which  coordinates  U.S.  military  as- 
sistance to  Israel;  the  Joint  Economic- 
Development  Group,  focusing  on  eco- 
nomic issues;  and  the  Free  Trade 
Agreement  signed  in  1985. 

Since  1948  the  United  States  has 
provided  over  $43  billion  in  assistance 
to  Israel.  We  have  made  a  major  con- 
tribution to  Israel's  security  and 
development. 


Our  proposed  assistance  program 
for  Israel  in  FY  1990  consists  of  $1.8 
billion  in  foreign  military  sales  (FMS) 
financing  grant  and  $1.2  billion  in  eco- 
nomic support  funds  (ESF),  all  pro- 
vided on  a  grant  basis.  These  figures 
reflect  close  consultations  between  our 
two  governments. 

Our  military  assistance  to  Israel 
will  focus  on  three  areas:  cash  flow  re- 
quirements associated  with  the  pur- 
chases of  the  advanced  fighter  aircraft 
(F-15  and  F-16);  financing  the  Israeli- 
produced  Merkava  tank;  and  naval  mod- 
ernization through  purchases  of  three 
SAAR  V  corvettes  and  two  Dolphin- 
class  submarines.  Within  the  $1.8  bil- 
lion total  for  military  assistance,  we 
are  providing  additional  benefits  to  Is- 
rael. Four  hundred  million  dollars  is 
authorized  for  offshore  procurement 
expenditures  in  Israel.  These  funds 
are  worth  much  more  than  their  dollar 
value  since  they  provide  an  added  in- 
jection into  the  Israeli  economy  in  the 
form  of  jobs,  technology,  and  increased 
production.  This  is  also  the  case  with 
regard  to  the  $100  million  in  directed 
offsets,  mandated  purchases  of  Israeli 
defense  articles  by  the  United  States. 
Further  the  U.S.  Defense  Department 
procures  over  $250  million  of  Israeli 
military  items  through  our  defense  in- 
dustrial cooperation  and  procurement 
program  which  provides  additional  sup- 
port to  the  Israeli  economy. 

Israel  uses  U.S.  economic  aid  to  re- 
pay FMS  loans  made  by  the  United 
States  to  Israel  prior  to  1985  and  for 
some  commodity  imports.  In  1988  Is- 
rael refinanced  FMS  loans  under  FMS 
debt  reform  legislation.  Israel  has  re- 
quested and  received  permission  to  re- 
finance $5.45  billion  of  its  high  interest 
FMS  debt.  To  date  it  has  refinanced 
$4.75  billion,  resulting  in  a  debt  serv- 
ice savings  of  approximately  $150  mil- 
lion annually  over  the  next  5-10  years. 

Finally  two  other  programs  will 
provide  significant  resources  to  Israel. 
Under  the  fair  pricing  initiative  passed 
last  year,  Israel  will  save  $90  million  in 
costs  associated  with  the  purchase  of 
F-16  aircraft.  The  United  States  will 
also  provide  Israel  $120  million  for 
joint  research  under  the  Arrow  anti- 
ballistic  missile  research  program,  a 
part  of  the  Strategic  Defense  Initiative 
research. 
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Our  economic  assistance  of  $1.2 
billion  in  ESF  is  also  important  in  sup- 
porting economic  stability  and  struc- 
tural reform.  In  1985  Israel  faced 
soaring-  inflation  (445%),  a  huge  govern- 
ment budget  deficit  (13%  of  GDP),  and 
rising  unemployment.  Thanks  to  far- 
reaching  economic  stabilization  meas- 
ures and  U.S.  economic  assistance, 
Israel  was  able  to  reduce  inflation  to 
169?  in  1987  and  to  restore  economic 
growth.  In  January  1989,  Finance  Min- 
ister Peres  announced  a  package  of  eco- 
nomic measures  to  improve  prospects 
for  growth  and  to  reduce  inflation,  in- 
cluding the  13.4%  devaluation  of  the 
shekel,  cuts  in  food  and  fuel  subsidies, 
a  virtual  no-growth  budget,  tax  reduc- 
tions, and  continued  reform  of  the  capi- 
tal market. 

West  Bank  and  Gaza  Strip 

The  unrest  in  the  West  Bank  and  Gaza 
is  a  vivid  reminder  that  the  future  sta- 
tus of  the  occupied  territories  and  the 
1.6  million  Palestinians  who  live  there 
are  at  the  center  of  the  Arab-Israeli 
conflict.  Jordan's  decision  in  July  1988 
to  reduce  ties  with  the  territories  has 
focused  attention  on  fundamental  is- 
sues involved  in  the  search  for  peace, 
among  them  how  the  security  concerns 
of  Israel,  Jordan,  and  other  states  in 
the  area  are  to  be  reconciled  with  Pal- 
estinian aspirations. 

Our  assistance  program  in  the 
West  Bank  and  Gaza  was  initiated  in 
1975  with  strong  congressional  sup- 
port. The  Palestinians,  Israel,  and 
Jordan  have  welcomed  the  program.  In- 
deed it  is  more  urgently  needed  than 
ever  in  view  of  the  economic  problems 
of  the  territories.  Inadequate  infra- 
structure impedes  economic  progress 
in  the  West  Bank  and  Gaza.  Unemploy- 
ment and  underemployment  cause 
hardships  and  contribute  to  instability 
and  violence.  Over  the  medium  term, 
economic  development  and  self-reliance 
can  give  Palestinians  a  larger  stake  in 
a  peace  settlement  and  encourage  mod- 
erate forces  within  the  Palestinian 
community. 

Notwithstanding  the  current  dif- 
ficulties, we  remain  committed  to 
fostering  economic  development  in  the 
territories  and  improving  the  condition 
of  the  residents.  The  United  States  has 
provided  over  $98  million  in  direct  as- 
sistance to  the  West  Bank  and  Gaza 
program  since  1975.  Private  voluntary 
organizations — such  as  Catholic  Relief 
Services,  Save  the  Children  Federa- 


tion, and  American  Near  East  Refugee 
Aid — have  participated.  The  private 
voluntary  organizations,  in  recent 
years,  have  increased  their  activities 
in  the  territories  in  such  areas  as 
health,  sanitation,  agricultural  devel- 
opment, water  supply,  and  community 
development. 

For  FY  1990,  we  are  requesting 
$12  million  for  these  activities  in  the 
territories.  This  will  fund  projects  to 
improve  health,  water,  and  sanitation; 
to  develop  agricultural  credit  and  pri- 
vate sector  activities;  and  to  construct 
schools  and  roads.  The  private  volun- 
tary organizations  have  continued  to 
operate  and  administer  projects  de- 
spite the  disturbances.  The  Palestin- 
ians, Israel,  and  Jordan  all  want  us  to 
continue  and  expand  the  program. 

The  U.S.  program  in  the  West 
Bank  and  Gaza  represents  our  com- 
mitment to  a  secure  future  for  the 
Palestinians  and  all  states  in  the  region 
based  on  cooperation  and  dialogue,  not 
conflict.  It  is  important  to  our  efforts 
to  engage  moderate  Palestinians  and 
Arab  governments  to  build  on  what  has 
been  achieved  since  the  Camp  David 
accords. 


DEPUTY  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY 

WALKER, 
MAR.  2,  1989 

I  am  pleased  to  testify  this  morning  on 
the  Administration's  proposed  FY  1990 
security  assistance  programs  for 
Egypt,  Middle  East  regional  coopera- 
tion, and  the  multinational  force  and 
observers  (MFO). 

Egypt 

A  strong,  stable  Egypt  is  central  to 
U.S.  strategic  interests  in  the  Middle 
East.  Egypt's  leadership  in  the  Arab- 
Israeli  peace  process,  its  influence  as  a 
force  for  moderation  in  a  turbulent  re- 
gion, and  its  support  for  peaceful  reso- 
lution of  regional  conflicts  are  all 
congruent  with  U.S.  values  and  objec- 
tives. The  broad-based  bilateral  rela- 
tionship we  enjoy  today  with  Egypt  is 
due  in  no  small  part  to  the  breadth  of 
our  economic  and  security  cooperation 
efforts  over  the  past  decade. 

Over  the  past  year,  Egypt's  re- 
integration into  the  Arab  fold  has 
continued,  as  Egypt  has  returned  to 
prominence  in  Arab  councils.  All  but 
three  Arab  countries  have  now  rees- 
tablished diplomatic  relations  with 
Cairo.  Most  important,  Egypt  has 


made  no  concessions  to  regain  its  posi- 
tion in  the  Arab  world — a  clear  signal 
that  a  commitment  to  peace  can  yield 
solid  political  dividends. 

As  the  10th  anniversary  of  the 
Egypt-Israel  Peace  Treaty  approaches, 
Egypt  remains  fully  committed  to 
peace  and  to  a  reasonable  bilateral  re- 
lationship with  Israel.  Two  of  the  more 
troublesome  irritants  in  the  Israel- 
Egypt  relationship  have  recently  been 
resolved.  In  January  an  Egyptian 
tribunal  accepted  official  Egyptian 
responsibility  for  the  tragic  1985  shoot- 
ings at  Ras  Burqa  and  awarded  the 
Israeli — and  one  American — victims 
or  their  families  fair  compensation. 
Within  the  past  week,  Egypt  and  Isra- 
el have  resolved  the  final  issues  out- 
standing following  the  September  1988 
decision  of  an  international  arbitral 
panel  in  favor  of  Egypt's  claim  to  Taba. 
Israeli  withdrawal  from  the  area  is  ex- 
pected to  follow  shortly.  Resolution  of 
the  Taba  dispute — which  was  facili- 
tated by  active  U.S.  diplomacy — 
demonstrates  to  other  states  in  the  re- 
gion that  peaceful  negotiations  can 
bear  fruit. 

Over  the  past  year,  President 
Mubarak  has  promoted  U.S.  efforts  to 
move  the  Arab-Israeli  peace  process 
forward.  Egypt  backed  Secretary 
Shultz's  initiative  of  early  1988,  de- 
signed to  offer  both  sides  an  incentive 
to  engage  in  direct  negotiations  by 
linking  interim  arrangements  with  fi- 
nal status.  Egypt's  encouragement  con- 
tributed to  the  Palestine  Liberation 
Organization  (PLO)  chairman  Yasir 
Arafat's  agreement  to  renounce  terror- 
ism, accept  negotiations  on  the  basis  of 
UN  Security  Council  Resolutions  242 
and  338,  and  recognize  Israel's  right  to 
exist — thereby  clearing  the  way  to  a 
U.S.-PLO  dialogue.  President  "Muba- 
rak's upcoming  trip  to  Washington 
should  present  a  further  opportunity  to 
exchange  views  on  how  to  encourage  Is- 
rael and  responsible  Palestinians  to 
move  toward  direct  peace  negotiations. 

Egypt  and  the  Soviet  Union  have 
expanded  the  scope  of  their  relations 
over  the  past  year,  culminating  in  the 
visit  of  Foreign  Minister  Shevardnadze 
to  Cairo  last  week.  Egypt's  ability  to 
bring  the  Soviets  and  Israelis  together 
in  Cairo  demonstrates  an  activism  in 
Egyptian  foreign  policy  which  is  likely 
to  expand.  While  we  can  expect  Egypt 
to  solidify  its  Arab  ties  and  to  modestly 
expand  its  political  and  economic  coop- 
eration with  the  Eastern  bloc,  Egypt 
should  continue  to  look  to  the  United 
States  as  its  key  economic  and  security 
partner  outside  the  region. 
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Internally  Egypt's  most  pressing 
problem  remains  the  economy.  After  a 
promising  start  on  economic  reforms  in 
mid-1987,  Egypt's  leaders  adopted  a 
more  cautious  posture,  as  inflation  and 
sluggish  economic  conditions  began  to 
strain  the  social  fabric.  Discussions 
with  the  International  Monetary  Fund 
(IMF)  and  the  World  Bank  on  an  eco- 
nomic reform  package  have  been  going 
on  for  over  a  year,  after  Egypt  made 
solid  initial  steps  toward  trimming  the 
budget,  encouraging  agricultural  liber- 
alization, establishing  a  competitive 
exchange  rate  policy,  and  adjusting 
prices  toward  international  levels. 
Egypt's  budget  and  balance  of  pay- 
ments remain  deeply  in  deficit.  Debt 
rescheduling  benefits  expired  in  June 
1988,  and  arrears  on  external  debts  are 
mounting  steadily.  The  balance-of- 
payments  picture  is  especially  troub- 
ling, with  higher  world  grain  prices, 
debt  servicing,  and  lower  oil  proceeds 
combining  to  squeeze  available  foreign 
exchange  resources. 

Reform  progress  has  continued 
across  a  number  of  areas.  Tourism  is 
booming,  reflecting  more  realistic  ex- 
change rate  policies  and  privatization 
of  management.  Agricultural  liberali- 
zation has  been  broadened,  with 
subsidies  removed  on  feed  corn  and  re- 
duced on  fertilizers  and  pesticides.  The 
government  is  also  in  the  process  of  im- 
plementing a  substantial  increase  in 
the  price  of  bread — always  a  politically 
difficult  move  in  Egypt  given  the  vivid 
memories  of  the  1977  riots.  These  all 
represent  important  steps  in  the  right 
direction. 

We  have  encouraged  Egypt  to  con- 
solidate these  and  other  reform  efforts 
into  a  comprehensive  program  that  can 
command  the  broad  support  of  the  IMF, 
the  World  Bank,  and  the  Western  donor 
community.  The  new  IMF  program 
could  then  pave  the  way  to  another 
debt  rescheduling  which  would  provide 
critical  relief  to  Egypt's  balance  of 
payments.  We  continue  to  use  our  as- 
sistance program  to  creatively  encour- 
age both  macroeconomic  and  sector  re- 
forms. In  order  for  the  reform  effort  to 
succeed,  the  Egyptian  Government 
must  be  convinced  that  economic 
growth  and  better  living  conditions  for 
the  Egyptian  people  will  result. 

For  FY  1990,  the  Administration  is 
requesting  a  total  of  $2.3  billion  in  com- 
bined military,  economic,  and  food  as- 
sistance to  Egypt.  These  levels,  while 
high  in  an  era  of  scarce  resources,  are 
vital  to  help  meet  Egypt's  most  urgent 


Secretary  Meets  With 
Israeli  Foreign  Minister 


Following  are  remarks  by 
Secretary  Baker  and  Israeli  Foreign 
Minister  Moshe  Arens  after  their 
meeting  at  the  Department  of  State  on 
March  13,  1989. l 

Secretary  Baker.  We  affirmed  to  the 
[Foreign]  Minister  that  President  Bush 
and  I  are  firmly  committed  to  continu- 
ing the  historic  U.S. -Israeli  partner- 
ship and  to  do  all  we  can  to  assure 
Israel's  security  and  economic  well- 
being. 

These  are,  of  course,  important 
goals  for  the  United  States  because  Is- 
rael is  a  friend — and  not  only  a  friend 
but  an  ally — and  because  Israel  must 
be  secure  if  we  are  going  to  make  prog- 
ress toward  peace  in  the  Middle  East. 

Our  principal  focus  of  attention,  of 
course,  was  on  the  peace  process.  We 
both  agreed  that  need  for  progress  is 
of  the  highest  priority  and  that  we 
would  continue  to  work  together  to 
achieve  direct  negotiations.  I  made 
clear  our  view  that  movement  toward  a 
comprehensive  peace  must  be  based  on 
the  principals  of  UN  Security  Council 
Resolution  242. 

We  can  and  must  find  a  way  to 
move  ahead  which  at  one  and  the  same 
time  meets  Israel's  legitimate  security 
needs  and  addresses  the  legitimate  po- 
litical rights  of  the  Palestinian  people. 
We  reviewed  the  current  situation  in 
the  West  Bank  and  Gaza,  and  we  con- 
sidered various  reinforcing  and  recip- 
rocal steps  which  might  be  taken  to 
diffuse  the  tensions  there. 

Finally,  I  reaffirmed  our  desire  in 
the  weeks  and  months  and  years  ahead 
to  continue  to  work  closely  with  Israel 
in  the  search  for  peace.  In  this  connec- 
tion, President  Bush  and  I  look  forward 
to  further  discussions  with  Prime  Min- 


ister Shamir  when  he  visits  Washing- 
ton. I'm  hopeful  that  with  goodwill  on 
both  sides,  we  can  move  forward  to- 
ward our  shared  goal  of  peace. 

Foreign  Minister  Arens.  It  was  a 

privilege  for  me  to  meet  with  the  Sec- 
retary of  State.  I  came  here  as  the  For- 
eign Minister  of  the  newly  elected 
government  in  Israel  and  have  had  the 
chance  to  meet  the  Secretary  of  State 
of  the  newly  elected  Administration 
here  in  Washington.  We  meet  after  a 
very  solid  foundation  of  friendship.  I 
would  say  our  alliance  has  been  built 
over  the  past  years  between  the  United 
States  and  Israel.  The  Secretary  of 
State  has  played  a  very  important  part 
in  building  that  foundation  in  past  posi- 
tions that  he  has  held. 

We  share  common  ideals  and  val- 
ues, common  interests,  and  certainly 
the  common  objective  of  advancing  the 
peace  process.  I  think  that  our  talk  to- 
day contributed  to  building  a  basis  of 
understanding  between  us  on  how  we 
should  proceed  in  order  to  advance  as 
expeditiously  as  possible  in  the  search 
for  peace  in  the  Middle  East. 

Q.  What  about  these  reciprocal 
steps?  Are  you  receptive  to  the  idea  of 
reciprocal  steps  to  reduce  tension? 

Foreign  Minister  Arens.  We  have 
exchanged  views  on  the  subject.  We 
certainly  want  to  reduce  tension.  That 
is  an  interest  that  we  have  quite  aside 
from  the  interest  that  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment has  on  that  subject,  and  I  think 
that  we  will  find  common  ground  on 
how  to  do  that.  It's  not  easy  to  do  that 
considering  the  violence  in  the  area  at 
the  present  time. 


'Press  release  39. 


security  and  economic  requirements, 
thereby  supporting  important  U.S. 
goals  and  interests  in  the  region. 

Our  FMS  financing  request  of 
$1.3  billion  in  grant  assistance  will 
permit  the  Egyptians  to  continue  their 
urgent  military  modernization  pro- 
gram. Designed  to  facilitate  Egypt's 
replacement  of  aging,  obsolete  Soviet 
equipment  with  fewer  but  better  quali- 
ty U.S.  items,  the  program  has  focused 


heavily  on  Egypt's  armor  and  air  re- 
quirements. In  1990  Egypt  will  con- 
tinue its  development  work  in  prepara- 
tion for  the  planned  M1A1  coproduction 
program  which  is  aimed  at  adding  555 
advanced  U.S.  tanks  to  Egypt's  inven- 
tory during  the  1990s.  The  Egyptians 
will  also  continue  their  preparations  for 
receiving,  beginning  in  1991,  their 
third  tranche  of  40  F-16  fighter  air- 
craft. A  third  major  focus  of  Egypt's 
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defense  spending  will  be  its  efforts  to 
improve  its  integrated  air  defense  com- 
mand, control,  and  communications 
program.  Finally  a  significant  portion 
of  the  FMS  funding  we  provide  to 
Egypt  will  continue  to  be  dedicated  to 
the  operations  and  maintenance  re- 
quirements of  equipment  already  deliv- 
ered to  its  inventories. 

The  $1.7  million  international  mili- 
tary education  and  training  (IMET) 
program  is  an  important  adjunct  to  our 
military  assistance  effort  in  Egypt. 
IMET  helps  train  Egyptian  military 
personnel  to  operate  and  maintain  the 
increasing  stock  of  U.S.  equipment  in 
the  Egyptian  military  inventory.  Fund- 
ing will  also  be  used  to  assist  Egyptian 
officers  in  mastering  U.S.  doctrine  and 
management  concepts,  enhancing  their 
use  of  U.S. -supplied  equipment,  and 
strengthening  military  ties  between 
the  two  countries. 

While  U.S.  military  assistance  to 
Egypt  has  been  on  a  grant  basis  since 
FY  1985,  Egypt  continues  to  have  diffi- 
culty meeting  payment  terms  on  the 
$4.5  billion  in  commercial  interest  rate 
FMS  loans  incurred  between  1979  and 
1984.  Egypt  was  able  to  postpone  debt 
payments  due  from  January  1987 
through  June  1988  in  the  context  of  a 
multilateral  Paris  Club  rescheduling 
agreed  to  in  the  wake  of  the  1987  IMF 
standby  arrangement.  Rescheduling 
benefits  have  expired,  however,  and 
Egypt  must  resume  payments  begin- 
ning this  July  to  avoid  a  cutoff  of 
U.S.  assistance  under  the  Brooke 
amendment.  Absent  another  debt  re- 
scheduling or  substantially  increased 
cash  inflows  from  foreign  donors,  Egypt 
will  have  difficulty  servicing  these  and 
other  debt  obligations,  given  the  diffi- 
cult prospects  for  the  country's  balance 
of  payments. 

Egypt  has  not  yet  availed  itself  of 
the  FMS  debt  restructuring  option  of- 
fered by  Congress  in  the  1987  continu- 
ing resolution.  The  benefits  to  Egypt 
could  be  substantial — up  to  $90  million 
per  year  in  interest  savings  at  current 
rates.  However,  they  are  dwarfed  by 
the  magnitude  of  Egypt's  balance-of- 
payments  financing  gap,  which  will 
total  more  than  $3  billion  before  re- 
scheduling in  1989.  An  IMF  program, 
debt  rescheduling,  and  new  money  in- 
flows are  essential  to  close  this  gap  and 
stabilize  Egypt's  economy. 

Our  $815  million  ESF  request  for 
Egypt  balances  support  for  Egyptian 
economic  stabilization  and  development 
objectives.  For  balance-of-payments 


support,  we  plan  to  allocate  a  portion  of 
our  ESF  program  in  the  form  of  a  cash 
grant.  In  addition  our  commodity  im- 
port program  will  provide  balance-of- 
payments  support  by  funding  imports 
of  American  manufactured  goods  and 
other  commodities.  The  remainder  of 
our  ESF  will  be  assigned  to  project 
and  sectoral  programs  designed  to  pro- 
mote growth-oriented  development  in 
the  productive  sectors  of  the  economy. 

We  plan  to  continue  our  close  com- 
munications with  the  subcommittee  re- 
garding the  disposition  of  any  cash 
transfer  assistance  for  Egypt.  Mindful 
of  the  subcommittee's  concerns  and  the 
need  for  economic  reform  progress,  the 
Administration  has  not  yet  recom- 
mended disbursement  of  cash  transfer 
resources  from  either  FY  1988  or 
FY  1989  ESF  programs  for  Egypt.  We 
will  continue  to  encourage  the  Govern- 
ment of  Egypt  to  work  toward  signifi- 
cant economic  reforms.  At  the  same 
time,  we  believe  it  is  vitally  important 
for  our  bilateral  relationship  with 
Egypt  that  we  have  the  capacity  to  re- 
spond flexibly  to  Egypt's  needs.  Accor- 
dingly we  urge  the  subcommittee  to 
remove  existing  restrictions  on  cash 
transfer  assistance  to  Egypt  in  the  FY 
1990  legislation. 

Our  PL  480  Title  I  program  con- 
tinues to  provide  an  important  though 
diminishing  resource  for  Egypt  to  con- 
serve foreign  exchange  for  sensitive 
grain  imports.  For  FY  1990,  we  are  re- 
questing $160  million  in  PL  480  Title  I 
assistance,  a  decline  of  $10  million  from 
the  prior  year.  At  current  grain  prices, 
this  amount  will  finance  about  15% 
of  Egypt's  wheat  and  flour  import 
requirement. 

Multinational  Force  and  Observers 

Apart  from  the  Egypt  program,  the 
Administration  is  requesting  $24.4  mil- 
lion in  FY  1990  funding  to  support 
U.S.  participation  in  the  MFO,  the  in- 
ternational peacekeeping  organization 
which  monitors  the  security  arrange- 
ments of  the  Egypt-Israel  Peace  Trea- 
ty. After  8  years  of  successful 
operations,  both  parties  regard  the 
MFO's  continued  presence  as  an  essen- 
tial element  in  fostering  a  spirit  of  mu- 
tual cooperation  and  confidence  and  a 
means  for  strengthening  the  peace 
process. 


DEPUTY  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY 

WALKER, 
MAR.  9,  1989 

I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  this  sub- 
committee to  describe  our  proposed 
assistance  programs  for  Jordan, 
Lebanon,  Oman,  and  Yemen  in 
FY  1990.  These  programs  are  an  im- 
portant element  in  our  overall  relations 
with  each  of  these  countries  and  are  a 
key  factor  in  helping  us  achieve  goals 
which  benefit  us  all.  I  would  like  to  be- 
gin by  providing  an  overview  of  the  sit- 
uation in  the  Middle  East  and  describe 
our  programs  in  Jordan  and  Lebanon. 
My  colleague,  Mr.  Peter  Burleigh,  will 
discuss  our  programs  in  Oman  and 
Yemen. 

Middle  East  Overview 

As  we  discussed  in  hearings  this  sub- 
committee held  last  week  on  our  pro- 
grams in  Israel,  the  West  Bank  and 
Gaza,  and  Egypt,  we  and  our  friends  in 
the  Middle  East  face  serious  chal- 
lenges. Our  close  and  cooperative  ties 
with  our  key  friends  are  probably  the 
most  important  assets  we  have  in  pre- 
serving U.S.  interests  in  the  region. 
Jordan  is  an  excellent  example.  I  am 
also  afraid  Jordan  is  an  example  of  how 
recent  trends  in  U.S.  security  assist- 
ance can  result  in  disproportionate  cuts 
in  aid  levels  to  important  friends. 

Jordan 

The  last  15  months  have  seen  a  dramat- 
ic change  in  the  way  that  King  Hussein 
has  been  moved  to  react  to  the  Pales- 
tinian problem.  The  intifada,  or  upris- 
ing, which  began  in  December  1987, 
significantly  altered  Jordan's  relation- 
ship with  the  West  Bank  and  its  Pal- 
estinian population. 

Jordan's  links,  which  were  mainly 
with  the  pre-1967  traditional  leader- 
ship, became  increasingly  tenuous  as 
the  youthful  leadership  of  the  upris- 
ing consolidated  its  position.  Jordan's 
ability  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the 
Palestinians  was  based  on  its  former 
relationships.  This  linkage  has  eroded 
along  with  the  leadership  role  of  the 
older  generation  as  the  uprising  has 
continued. 

Concluding  that  he  could  no  longer 
claim  the  lead  role  in  addressing  the 
Palestinian  element  of  the  Arab-Israeli 
conflict,  King  Hussein  took  what  he 
has  called  a  "tactical  step"  in  the  peace 
process  by  placing  the  burden  to  per- 
form in  the  peace  process  on  the  PLO 
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and  challenging  Arafat  to  assume  the 
responsibilities  of  leadership. 

King  Hussein  recognized  the  real- 
ity that  Jordan  could  only  speak  for  the 
Palestinians  to  the  extent  they  both 
agreed.  In  doing  so,  he  did  not  opt  out 
of  the  peace  process  with  Israel.  With 
the  longest  border  of  any  state  with  Is- 
rael, Jordan  must  participate  in  this  ef- 
fort. Indeed  peace  and  security  are  in 
Jordan's  vital  interest. 

King  Hussein  continues  to  be  a 
critical  factor  in  the  peace  process. 
Only  he  has  the  credibility  and  national 
assets  to  give  Israel  the  assurance  it 
must  have  that  its  negotiating  partner 
can  deliver  on  its  commitments.  King 
Hussein  must  play  a  major  role  in  facili- 
tating any  Israeli-Palestinian 
accommodation. 

Jordan's  importance  to  the  United 
States  goes  well  beyond  the  peace  proc- 
ess. The  United  States  shares  strate- 
gic interests  with  Jordan,  whose 
moderate  policies  have  supported  peace 
and  stability  in  the  region.  Our  com- 
mon efforts  to  end  the  Iran-Iraq  con- 
flict have  recently  seen  considerable 
progress.  King  Hussein's  influence  in 
Arab  circles  provides  a  measure  of 
moderation  insuring,  for  example, 
Iraq's  development  of  a  moderate  post- 
war regional  role. 

Jordan  plays  a  vital  role  in  the  ef- 
fort to  curb  worldwide  terrorism.  King 
Hussein  has  vigorously  opposed  the  use 
of  terrorism  in  all  its  manifestations 
both  in  the  Middle  East  and  beyond. 
The  Jordanian  Armed  Forces  have 
worked  diligently  to  prevent  the  use  of 
Jordanian  territory  as  a  base  for  raids 
on  Israel.  Hussein  has  consistently  and 
courageously  opposed  support  by  other 
Arab  states  for  extremist  groups. 

The  United  States  and  Jordan  have 
had  a  special  military-to-military  rela- 
tionship for  many  years.  That  relation- 
ship has  declined  since  the  demise  of 
the  1985  Jordan  arms  sale,  which  would 
have  provided  F-16  fighters  to  Jordan. 
Assistance  from  the  United  States  has 
been  drastically  reduced;  there  is  no 
U.S.  military  equipment  in  the 
pipeline  for  the  first  time  in  many 
years.  Exercises  have  been  curtailed, 
and  training  of  Jordanian  officers  in 
the  United  States  has  been  reduced 
clue  to  budgetary  constraints  in  the 
Jordanian  Armed  Forces.  Despite  prob- 
lems in  our  relationship,  good  will  re- 
mains strong,  but  it  is  not  an 
inexhaustible  reserve. 

Jordan's  economy  is  in  serious  diffi- 
culty. It  has  been  hard  hit  by  recent 


cuts  in  subsidies  from  gulf  govern- 
ments as  well  as  remittances  from  Jor- 
danians working  abroad.  It  is  now 
suffering  a  foreign  exchange  crisis  of 
major  proportions. 

Hussein's  government  has  re- 
sponded to  Jordan's  economic  problems 
with  strong  and  sound  initiatives  which 
the  United  States  strongly  supports.  It 
has  implemented  austerity  measures  to 
conserve  foreign  exchange  and  curb  do- 
mestic spending.  It  has  renewed  em- 
phasis on  privatization  of  state-owned 
firms  and  issued  appeals  for  financial 
help  from  its  Arab  neighbors.  Discus- 
sions are  also  being  held  with  the  World 
Bank  on  the  subject  of  a  loan  with  quick 
disbursement.  Jordan  has  had  a  long 


history  of  on-time  debt  payments,  and 
its  recent  economic  policy  reforms — 
including  freeing  interest  rates,  dis- 
mantling controls  on  investment,  and 
currency  devaluation — are  in  accor- 
dance with  World  Bank  structural  ad- 
justment conditions. 

These  economic  difficulties  come 
just  as  U.S.  military  aid  to  Jordan  has 
declined  sharply.  Our  military  assist- 
ance to  Jordan  averaged  $68  million  an- 
nually over  the  last  decade,  reflecting 
our  concern  for  the  security  of  Jordan, 
its  contribution  to  the  peace  process, 
and  shared  strategic  interests.  Last 
year  (FY  1989),  we  requested  $48  mil- 
lion in  FMS  credits  for  Jordan  to  pro- 
vide spare  parts  for  U.S.  equip- 


Continued  Fighting  in  Lebanon 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
MAR.  16,  19891 

The  U.S.  Government  is  deeply  con- 
cerned over  the  heavy  exchange  of  shell- 
ing and  consequent  loss  of  life  March  14 
in  Beirut.  The  fighting  illustrates  yet 
again  Lebanon's  urgent  need  to  escape 
the  downward  cycle  of  violence  and  po- 
litical disintegration. 

We  urge  all  sides  to  exercise  re- 
straint and  to  avoid  civilian  casualties 
at  all  costs.  We  call  on  Gen.  Awn  and 
Dr.  Huss  Irival  prime  ministers;  Gen. 
Awn  is  Christian-backed  leader  and  Dr. 
Huss  is  Muslim-backed  leader]  to  coop- 
erate and  coordinate  directly  with  one 
another  to  work  together  to  restore 
and  invigorate  Lebanon's  legitimate 
national  institutions.  We  call  on  all 
Lebanese  to  support  these  national  in- 
stitutions. The  goal  which  we  strongly 
support  and  which  all  parties  must 
work  for  is  well-known  and  has  not 
changed — the  restoration  of  Lebanon's 
unity,  sovereignty,  and  territorial  in- 
tegrity, with  the  withdrawal  of  all  for- 
eign forces  and  the  disbandment  of  the 
militias. 

The  fighting  also  threatens  to  de- 
stroy the  Arab  League's  peace  initia- 
tive on  Lebanon.  The  United  States 
actively  supports  this  initiative  and  en- 
courages the  Arab  League  to  continue 
its  effort.  We  call  on  the  Lebanese  and 
all  other  concerned  parties  to  join  in 
this  support.  The  suffering  of  innocent 
Lebanese  civilians  has  continued  far 
too  long,  and  Lebanon's  peace  and  sta- 
bility must  be  restored. 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
MAR.  29,  19892 

The  United  States  welcomes  the  Arab 
League's  call  for  a  cease-fire  in 
Lebanon.  We  strongly  support  that 
call,  and  we  share  the  Arab  League's 
concern  about  the  grave  situation  in 
Lebanon.  The  shelling  must  stop,  and 
the  land  and  sea  blockades  must  end. 
All  parties  to  the  fighting  must  negoti- 
ate their  differences  with  one  another. 

Further,  civilian  casualties  and 
suffering  must  be  avoided  at  all  costs, 
including  all  attacks  on  residential 
areas  and  on  sources  of  civilian  food, 
water,  fuel,  and  electricity. 

The  United  States  applauds  the 
Arab  League's  continuing  efforts  to 
help  resolve  the  political  impasse  in 
Lebanon.  We  encourage  the  Arab 
League  Committee  on  Lebanon,  under 
the  leadership  of  the  Kuwaiti  Foreign 
Minister,  to  continue  its  peace  initia- 
tive. We  stand  ready  to  assist  the  ini- 
tiative however  we  can. 

The  United  States  remains  com- 
mitted to  the  restoration  of  Lebanon's 
unity,  sovereignty,  and  territorial  in- 
tegrity, with  the  withdrawal  of  all  for- 
eign forces  and  the  disbandment  of  the 
militias. 


'Read  to  news  correspondents  by  De- 
partment spokesman  Charles  Redman. 

-Read  to  news  correspondents  by  De- 
partment spokesman  Margaret  DeB.  Tut- 
wiler.  ■ 
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ment  already  in  Jordan's  inventory  and 
other  urgently  needed  supplies.  The  re- 
quest included  no  new  weapons  systems. 

Regrettably,  because  of  severe 
budget  constraints,  at  the  end  of  the 
FY  1989  security  assistance  allocations 
process,  we  were  able  to  provide  only 
$10  million  in  FMS  credits  to  Jordan. 
This  level  does  not  support  our  inter- 
ests in  Jordan  and,  if  continued,  would 
not  allow  us  to  pursue  the  important 
cooperative  efforts  in  which  we  have 
been  involved. 

I  am  convinced  no  one  in  the  execu- 
tive or  legislative  branches  wanted  this 
result.  And  I  realize  that  last  year's  aid 
level  for  Jordan  is  only  one  dramatic  ex- 
ample of  the  problem  we  face  as  we  try 
to  fund  high  priority  programs  while 
remaining  within  reduced  budget  lev- 
els. I  hope  that  in  the  course  of  discus- 
sions in  the  months  ahead,  we  bear  in 
mind  the  case  of  Jordan  and  work  to 
avoid  a  similar  result  in  FY  1990. 

Lebanon 

We  remain  deeply  concerned  about  con- 
ditions in  Lebanon.  Partition  has  deep- 
ened, especially  after  parliament's 
failure  last  September  to  elect  a  new 
president.  Two  cabinets  have  formed: 


one  in  Christian  east  Beirut,  led  by 
Lebanese  Army  Gen.  Michel  Awn;  the 
other  in  Muslim  west  Beirut,  led  by  Dr. 
Salim  al-Huss.  For  much  of  the  past  6 
months,  the  two  cabinets  have  been 
grappling  with  the  problem  of  con- 
trol over  institutions  of  the  central 
government. 

There  are  now  some  signs  that  co- 
ordination is  growing  between  the  two 
cabinets.  They  appear  to  be  cooperat- 
ing in  opening  more  crossing  points 
between  east  and  west  Beirut.  The 
United  States  welcomes  such  coopera- 
tion, and  we  encourage  Gen.  Awn  and 
Dr.  Huss  to  work  together  to  restore 
and  invigorate  as  many  of  the  legiti- 
mate institutions  of  the  central  govern- 
ment as  possible  on  both  sides  of  the 
"green  line." 

The  United  States  is  committed  to 
the  restoration  of  Lebanon's  unity,  sov- 
ereignty, and  territorial  integrity,  in- 
cluding the  withdrawal  of  all  foreign 
forces.  Toward  those  ends,  we  support 
the  election  of  a  consensus  president 
who  is  dedicated  to  national  reconcilia- 
tion and  to  the  immediate  implementa- 
tion of  political  reform.  We  believe  the 
fighting  last  month  in  east  Beirut,  bet- 
ween the  Lebanese  Armed  Forces  and 
the  Lebanese  Forces  militia,  further 


demonstrates  the  urgent  need  to  re- 
store Lebanon's  legitimate  national 
institutions. 

The  United  States  actively  sup- 
ports the  current  efforts  of  the  Arab 
League  to  help  Lebanon  out  of  its  po- 
litical impasse.  We  have  been  encour- 
aged by  the  Lebanese  response  to  the 
league's  initiative,  and  we  remain 
ready  to  assist  the  Arab  League  in 
its  effort.  The  suffering  of  innocent 
Lebanese  civilians  has  continued  far 
too  long,  and  Lebanon's  peace  and  sta- 
bility must  be  restored. 

Economic  conditions  in  Lebanon 
are  desperate.  Inflation  has  moder- 
ated, but  unemployment  remains  high; 
perhaps  a  third  of  the  population  regu- 
larly receives  humanitarian  relief,  in- 
cluding food  assistance.  In  FY  1989, 
the  United  States  will  help  feed  ap- 
proximately 135,000  needy  Lebanese 
families  through  our  PL  480  Title  II 
program.  Our  modest  $2  million  ESF 
program  in  FY  1990  will  help  meet  the 
operational  costs  associated  with  the 
relief  and  rehabilitation  activities  of 
private  voluntary  organizations. 


DEPUTY  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY 

BURLEIGH, 
MAR.  9,  1989 


U.S.  and  PLO  Meet  in  Tunis 


AMBASSADOR  PELLETREAU'S 

STATEMENT, 
MAR.  22,  19891 

Our  meeting  today  took  place  in  the 
context  of  our  common  objective  of 
comprehensive  peace  in  the  Middle 
East.  We  began  discussing  in  depth  the 
general  political  environment  as  well  as 
some  of  the  substantive  issues  related 
to  the  peace  process.  We  also  discussed 
developments  that  have  occurred  since 
our  first  meeting  last  December  16 
from  the  viewpoint  of  whether  they 
have  contributed  to,  or  detracted  from, 
the  atmosphere  conducive  to  negotia- 
tions. The  PLO  [Palestine  Liberation 
Organization]  is  fully  aware  of  our 
very  strong  views  on  terrorism  and 
violence. 

For  our  part,  we  tried  to  explain 
principles  and  practical  considerations 
which  underline  U.S.  views.  We  also 
listened  to  the  authoritative  statement 


of  PLO  positions.  We  asked  a  lot  of 
questions,  and  we  answered  some  too. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  much  of 
the  discussion  focused  on  practical 
steps  which  can  be  taken  to  reduce  ten- 
sions in  the  occupied  territories  and 
lead  to  direct  negotiations.  Based  on 
[UN  Security  Council]  Resolutions  242 
and  338,  those  negotiations  must  ensure 
the  legitimate  security  needs  of  Israel 
as  well  as  the  legitimate  political  rights 
of  the  Palestinian  people. 

We  believe  a  good  deal  of  prepara- 
tory work  is  necessary  before  this 
stage  is  reached.  However,  today  there 
is  clearly  a  new  dynamic  in  the  Middle 
East  of  which  this  dialogue  is  an  impor- 
tant part.  The  immediate  objective  is 
to  create  a  political  environment  in 
which  productive,  direct  negotiations 
between  Palestinians  and  Israelis  can 
be  sustained. 


Southwest  Asia-Persian  Gulf 

The  Persian  Gulf  and  Southwest  Asian 
region  are  vital  to  U.S.  and  Western 
economic  and  strategic  interests. 
About  65%  of  proven  world  oil  reserves 
and  almost  25%  of  current  world  oil 
production  are  located  in  the  gulf.  Con- 
tinued access  to  this  commodity  at 
reasonable  prices  is  vital  to  Japan,  the 
European  Community,  and  the  world 
economy  in  general.  In  1988  Saudi 
Arabia  became  our  number  one  source 
of  imported  crude.  One  of  the  top  strate- 
gic priorities  of  the  United  States  and 
its  allies  must  be  to  help  assure  that  the 
states  of  the  region  remain  free  from 
hostile  influence  and  intimidation. 

Over  the  past  year,  we  have  seen 
major  changes  in  this  part  of  the  world. 
Iran's  inability  to  continue  the  war  and 
the  cease-fire  in  the  Iran-Iraq  war  have 
reduced  the  danger  of  Iranian  attempts 
to  threaten  the  gulf  states.  The  end  of 
the  Soviet  occupation  of  Afghanistan 
removes  Soviet  forces  from  a  position 
from  which  they  could  more  easily  have 
intervened  in  the  gulf  littoral  and 
threatened  lines  of  communication  vital 
to  the  West. 


'Robert  H.  Pelletreau,  Jr.,  is  the  U.S. 
Ambassador  to  Tunisia.  ■ 
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The  willingness  of  the  United 
States  to  stand  by  its  commitments  in 
the  region  was  a  major  factor  in  bring- 
ing about  the  cease-fire  in  the  Iran- 
Iraq  war  and  the  Soviet  withdrawal 
from  Afghanistan.  Although  the  U.S. 
Navy  protection  regime  in  the  gulf  in 
1987-88  was  controversial,  few  would 
argue  now  that  it  was  not  successful. 
The  strong  support  of  the  United 
States,  Pakistan,  and  Saudi  Arabia  for 
the  Afghan  resistance  helped  convince 
the  Soviets  that  it  could  not  win  the 
war  in  Afghanistan. 

While  we  have  made  a  major  con- 
tribution to  security  and  stability  in 
the  Persian  Gulf  and  Southwest  Asia, 
challenges  remain.  For  example, 
Iranian  threats  during  the  war  high- 
lighted for  Arab  gulf  states  the  impor- 
tance of  maintaining  a  strong  self- 
defense  capability.  This  need  contin- 
ues, and  we  are  working  closely  with 
them  to  take  appropriate  measures. 
Also  we  must  continue  to  assess 
Soviet  intentions  in  the  region.  Over 
the  last  decade,  the  Soviet  Union  has 
expanded  diplomatic  ties  with  the  gulf 
states.  It  has,  for  many  years,  main- 
tained major  military  supply  relation- 
ships with  several  states,  particularly 
Iraq  and  South  Yemen,  and  appears  to 
be  seeking  to  increase  military  sales 
with  others,  such  as  Kuwait  and  the 
United  Arab  Emirates.  We  hope  the 
Soviets  will  take  a  more  constructive 
approach  toward  the  region  under  Gor- 
bachev and  not,  as  so  often  in  the  past, 
measure  the  success  of  Soviet  policy  by 
the  degree  to  which  it  frustrates  the 
goals  of  the  United  States  and  its 
allies. 

Our  relationships  with  the  mod- 
erate states  of  Southwest  Asia  and  the 
Persian  Gulf  are  increasingly  complex, 
with  political,  military,  diplomatic,  and 
economic  dimensions.  I  think  this  will 
be  evident  as  I  discuss  our  relation- 
ships with  the  two  countries  in  the  re- 
gion under  review  today — Oman  and 
the  Yemen  Arab  Republic.  These  as- 
sistance programs  support  U.S.  secu- 
rity interests  by  assuring  access  to  im- 
portant military  facilities,  maintaining 
peace  and  stability  at  strategic  choke- 
points,  and  countering  Soviet 
influence. 

Oman 

Oman  is  one  of  the  most  durable  and 
stable  friends  of  the  United  States  in 
the  Middle  East.  It  resisted  the  region- 
al tide  in  the  late  1970s  and  1980s  when 


Iraq  to  Pay 
Compensation 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
MAR.  28,  19891 

On  March  27,  1989,  the  United  States 
and  Iraq  reached  agreement  regarding 
compensation  for  the  37  crewmen  who 
lost  their  lives  in  the  May  17,  1987,  at- 
tack on  the  U.S.S.  Stark  in  the  Persian 
Gulf. 

The  Government  of  Iraq  has 
agreed  to  pay  over  $27  million  as  full 
compensation  for  their  deaths.  The 
agreement  was  reached  in  Baghdad  fol- 
lowing discussions  between  the  Foreign 
Ministry  of  Iraq  and  the  U.S.  delega- 
tion headed  by  State  Department  Legal 
Adviser  Abraham  D.  Sofaer,  which  in- 
cluded Capt.  John  Geer,  Chief  of  the 
U.S.  Navy  Claims  Division. 


'Read  to  news  correspondents  by 
Department  spokesman  Margaret  DeB. 
Tutwiler.  ■ 


it  supported  Egypt's  adherence  to  the 
Camp  David  accords.  The  access  agree- 
ment that  we  concluded  with  Oman  in 
1980  became  the  keystone  of  U.S.  strat- 
egy for  the  protection  of  the  Persian 
Gulf,  and  it  was  critically  important  to 
U.S.  military  activities  in  the  gulf  over 
the  past  2  years.  Without  Oman's  coop- 
eration under  the  access  agreement, 
which  allows  U.S.  military  access  to 
certain  facilities  in  Oman  under  contin- 
gency conditions,  U.S.  central  com- 
mand strategy  and  operations  would 
have  been  severely  constricted. 

The  access  agreement  has  served 
both  Omani  and  U.S.  interests,  ce- 
menting a  closer  bilateral  relationship 
and  an  extensive  dialogue.  Oman,  a  na- 
tion of  no  more  than  1.5  million  inhabi- 
tants, faces  serious  threats  from  its 
neighbors  and  values  greatly  the  secu- 
rity offered  by  its  relationship  with  the 
United  States.  Iran  lies  just  across  the 
Strait  of  Hormuz,  and  the  Iran-Iraq 
war  put  all  gulf  Arab  states  on  notice 
of  Iranian  ambitions.  The  Soviet- 
supported  People's  Democratic  Repub- 
lic of  Yemen  (South  Yemen)  aided  a 
Marxist  secessionist  movement  in 
Oman's  southern  region  in  the  1960s 
and  1970s,  and  skirmishes  took  place 
along  the  Oman/South  Yemen  border  as 
recently  as  November  1987. 


U.S.  economic  assistance  to  Oman, 
in  the  form  of  ESF,  began  with  the  ac- 
cess agreement  in  1980.  ESF  was  $20 
million  in  1985  but  dropped  in  subse- 
quent years.  Our  FY  1990  request  for 
Oman  includes  $20  million  in  ESF  and 
$100,000  in  IMET.  Oman  views  this 
economic  assistance  as  an  integral 
component  of  the  agreement  and  of  the 
relationship.  The  10-year  agreement  is 
due  for  review  in  1990,  and  economic 
assistance  will  be  an  important  compo- 
nent in  the  review  process. 

Oman  is  a  modest  oil  exporter,  and 
its  economy  is  dependent  on  the  petro- 
leum industry.  The  fall  in  oil  prices  in 
1985-86  sent  the  Omani  economy  into  a 
recession  that  has  worsened  with  every 
passing  year;  the  projected  budget  def- 
icit for  1989  is  over  $1  billion.  Our  as- 
sistance is  aimed  at  helping  Oman  to 
diversify  its  economy  and  strengthen 
commercial  links  with  the  United 
States,  with  emphasis  on  the  manage- 
ment of  fisheries  and  scarce  water 
resources. 


Yemen  Arab  Republic  (North  Yemen) 

Our  FY  1990  request  for  the  Yemen 
Arab  Republic  includes  $2  million  of 
FMS  financing  on  a  grant  basis,  $1.1 
million  for  IMET,  $5  million  in  PL  480 
food  aid,  and  $21.15  million  in  develop- 
ment assistance. 

The  Yemen  Arab  Republic  occupies 
a  strategic  location  at  the  southwest 
corner  of  the  Arabian  Peninsula,  bet- 
ween Saudi  Arabia  and  South  Yemen.  A 
stable  North  Yemen,  able  to  defend  it- 
self and  increasingly  meet  the  needs  of 
its  people,  is  important  to  peace  and 
stability  in  this  key  region  at  the  south- 
ern end  of  the  Red  Sea. 

The  relationship  between  North 
and  South  Yemen,  although  showing  re- 
cent signs  of  improvement,  remains 
fragile  and  unpredictable.  North  Ye- 
men has  been  threatened  in  the  past 
decade  by  direct  attacks  and  attempts 
at  subversion  from  the  South.  The  lead- 
ership in  Aden  continues  to  be  firmly 
tied  to  the  Soviet  Union,  which  has 
rearmed  South  Yemen  since  the  de- 
struction caused  by  the  1986  coup. 

The  Yemen  Arab  Republic  is  one  of 
the  poorest  and  least  developed  coun- 
tries in  the  Middle  East.  The  U.S.  firm 
Hunt  Oil  discovered  oil  in  1984  and 
the  country  joined  the  ranks  of  the 
petroleum-exporting  nations  in  late 
1987.  Neither  exports  nor  reserves  are 
large,  however,  and  the  government's 
income  from  oil  exports  has  not  been 
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enough  to  compensate  for  continued  de- 
clines in  worker  remittances  and  Arab 
donor  aid.  This  situation,  combined 
with  a  large,  rapidly  growing  popula- 
tion and  serious  lack  of  infrastructure, 
means  that  the  Yemen  Arab  Republic 
will  remain  heavily  dependent  on  out- 
side assistance  as  it  works  to  improve 
the  lives  of  its  citizens  and  become  eco- 
nomically self-sufficient. 

The  U.S.  security  assistance  pro- 
gram, while  small,  supports  equipment 
previously  provided  and  offers  an  alter- 
native to  Yemeni  dependence  on  the  So- 
viets. Despite  its  size,  our  program 
enjoys  a  high  profile  within  the  Yemeni 
military,  and  U.S.  equipment  and  as- 
sistance are  frequently  compared  favor- 
ably against  Soviet  equipment  and 
assistance.  The  FMS  funds  requested 
for  FY  1990  will  be  used  to  maintain 
U.S. -origin  equipment  and  support 
the  training  needed  for  effective  opera- 
tion of  the  equipment.  The  Yemeni  Gov- 
ernment also  is  concerned  about  the 
U.S.S.R.'s  position  in  any  future  crisis 
involving  South  Yemen,  given  the  large 
Soviet  investment  in  its  Marxist  ally. 
U.S.  assistance,  complemented  by  long- 
standing cooperative  assistance  pro- 
grams with  Saudi  Arabia,  provides 
assurances  that  North  Yemen  has  other 
friends  who  will  assist  with  the  defense 
it  needs. 


Certification  for  Narcotics  Source 
and  Transit  Countries 


■The  complete  transcript  of  the  hear- 
ings will  be  published  by  the  committee  and 
will  be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Of- 
fice, Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


Following  are  the  text  of  identical 
letters  Secretary  Baker  sent  to  Jim 
Wright,  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  and  Claiborne  Pell, 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee,  on  March  1, 
1989,  and  statements  by  Assistant 
Secretary  for  International  Narcotics 
Matters  Ann  B.  Wrobleski  before  the 
House  of  Representatives  Task  Force 
on  Narcotics  Control  on  March  9  and 
March  15. 1 


SECRETARY'S  LETTER 

TO  THE  CONGRESS, 
MAR.  1,  1989 

Attached  is  the  President's  first  Determina- 
tion [Presidential  Determination  89-11]  re- 
garding the  certification  of  major  narcotics 
source  and  transit  countries  required  by  the 
Foreign  Assistance  Act.  Quite  frankly,  he 
and  I  are  both  deeply  troubled  by  the  state 
of  affairs  upon  which  he  based  his  certifica- 
tion decisions.  Despite  the  hard  work  and 
dedication  of  many  public  servants  and  pri- 
vate citizens,  both  here  and  abroad,  the  in- 
ternational war  on  narcotics  is  clearly  not 
being  won.  In  fact,  in  some  areas  we  appear 
to  be  slipping  backwards. 

Nonetheless,  we  present  you  these  cer- 
tifications in  good  faith  in  the  hope  that  we 
can  work  together  against  the  drug  menace. 
For  six  countries,  there  are  statements  that 
explain  the  certification  while  acknowledg- 
ing that  each  of  the  six  can  and  must  do 
more  in  the  future  to  end  the  drug  trade. 
For  one  country,  we  have  provided  a  justi- 
fication statement  for  a  vital  national  inter- 
est waiver.  These  certification  decisions 
have  all  been  made  after  careful  delibera- 
tion recognizing  that  the  efforts  of  foreign 
governments  to  stem  the  production  and  use 
of  drugs  have  yielded  mixed  results.  While 
there  is  need  for  much  improvement,  the 
President  and  I  believe  these  certifications 
are  an  important  element  in  working  toward 
that  goal. 

As  you  know,  the  Anti-Drug  Abuse  Act 
of  1988  established  the  Office  of  National 
Drug  Control  Policy.  Bill  Bennett  has  been 
selected  by  the  President  to  become  the 
first  director  of  this  office  and  has  been 
instructed  to  pursue  aggressively  his  new 
duties  to  revitalize  our  national  anti-drug  ef- 
fort. One  of  his  first  priorities  after  con- 
firmation will  be  to  develop  a  revised 
national  drug  control  strategy.  As  that 
strategy  is  being  formulated,  we  would  like 
to  establish  a  dialogue  on  drugs  with  the 
Congress.  A  cooperative  relationship  with 
full  exchange  of  ideas  between  the  executive 
and  legislative  branches  is  the  best  way  to 
forge  an  integrated  and  cohesive  national 


strategy  that  will  ultimately  prove  effective 
in  curbing  the  availability  and  use  of  drugs 
in  America. 

Finally,  I  want  to  assure  you  that  nar- 
cotics will  remain  a  key  element  of  our  for- 
eign policy  agenda.  The  President  and  I 
intend  to  raise  this  issue  with  foreign  lead 
ers  and  express  our  personal  interest  in 
their  efforts  to  reduce  the  supply  of  illicit 
drugs  bound  for  the  U.S. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  the 
Congress  to  establish  a  sound  drug  control 
strategy  to  remove  the  scourge  of  drugs 
from  our  nation. 

Sincerely  yours, 

James  A.  Baker,  III 


ASSISTANT  SECRETARY 

WROBLESKI, 
MAR.  9,  1989 

The  Department  will  provide  testi- 
mony today  on  the  President's  deter- 
minations with  respect  to  certification 
of  Mexico  and  countries  in  Central 
America  and  the  Caribbean. 

In  these  regions  of  the  Western 
Hemisphere,  President  Bush  on 
March  1  certified  Mexico,  Belize,  The 
Bahamas,  and  Jamaica.  It  must  be 
noted  that  Secretary  Baker,  in  a  spe- 
cial letter  to  the  Speaker,  qualified  the 
President's  certifications,  saying  that 
he  and  the  President  "are  both  deeply 
troubled  by  the  state  of  affairs  upon 
which  he  based  his  certification  deci- 
sions .  .  .  the  international  war  on  nar- 
cotics is  clearly  not  being  won.  In  fact, 
in  some  areas  we  appear  to  be  slipping 
backwards." 

For  six  countries,  including  Mexico 
and  The  Bahamas,  the  Secretary  said, 
".  .  .  each  of  the  six  can  and  must  do 
more  in  the  future  to  end  the  drug 
trade." 

As  we  prepare  to  discuss  these  and 
other  countries  today,  I  want  to  call 
special  attention  to  another  part  of  the 
Secretary's  letter,  which  I  think  cannot 
be  overemphasized.  Noting  the  con- 
firmation hearings  for  the  Director  of 
National  Drug  Control  Policy  and  the 
requirement  that  the  office  develop  a 
revised  national  drug  control  strategy, 
Mr.  Baker  said  the  Administration 
would  like  to  establish  a  dialogue  on 
drugs  with  Congress — a  cooperative  re- 
lationship with  full  exchange  of  ideas 
between  the  executive  and  legislative 
branches — in  pursuit  of  an  integrated 
and  cohesive  national  strategy.  It  is 
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in  the  spirit  of  that  letter  that  I  pre- 
sent our  assessment  of  the  subject 
countries.  In  doing  so,  I  will  draw  upon 
the  International  Narcotics  Control 
Strategy  Report  which  was  submitted 
March  1. 

Mexico 

Mexico  remained  the  largest  single 
country  source  for  heroin,  the  second 
largest  source  for  marijuana,  and  a 
leading  transit  point  for  cocaine.  Mexi- 
co expanded  the  scope  of  opium  and 
marijuana  eradication  programs,  while 
taking  steps  to  improve  operational 
efficiency.  Still  opium  poppy  and  can- 
nabis cultivation  continue  at  high 
levels,  and  our  concern  about  the  avail- 
ability of  heroin  in  such  quantities 
along  our  border  is  heightened  by  our 
concerns  about  opium  production  in 
Southeast  and  Southwest  Asia,  largely 
in  countries  where  we  have  little  if  any 
political  access.  Production  in  Burma, 
Laos,  Iran,  and  Afghanistan  threatens 
to  increase  U.S.  heroin  supplies,  mak- 
ing even  more  imperative  the  need  to 
be  effective  in  Mexico.  There  is  concern 
among  some  domestic  drug  abuse  ex- 
perts that  heroin  popularity  will  rise  in 
the  near  future,  partly  as  a  result  of 
the  highly  publicized  negative  conse- 
quences of  crack  and  increased  Asian 
production.  Cocaine  seizures  rose 
sharply,  but  Mexico  remains  one  of  the 
most  critical  land  links  to  South  Amer- 
ican sources  of  supply. 

Newly  elected  President  Carlos  Sa- 
linas de  Gortari  has  made  antinarcotics 
programs  a  national  priority  for  his 
new  government,  and  the  Attorney 
General's  budget  for  1989  will  exceed 
$26  million,  up  from  $19.5  million  in 
1987.  A  strong,  positive  tone  for  bilat- 
eral relations  was  set  in  an  early  meet- 
ing between  then  President-elect  Bush 
and  Mr.  Salinas,  and  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment, anticipating  continued  improve- 
ments in  the  program,  is  prepared  to 
cooperate  with  Salinas  on  these  en- 
hancements. However,  U.S.  officials 
are  concerned  about  the  inhibiting  ef- 
fects of  corruption  throughout  the  pro- 
gram. U.S.  enforcement  agencies 
continue  to  monitor  instances  of  drug- 
related  corruption  within  Mexico. 

President  Bush  noted  these  prob- 
lems in  his  certification  statement: 

1  am  determined  to  build  upon  this  dia- 
logue. Mexico  is  a  narcotics  source  country 
in  which  cooperative  efforts  must  succeed. 
However,  there  are  problems  with  the  pro- 
gram. Opium  and  heroin  availability  did  not 
diminish,  and  the  estimates  which  show  a 
slight  decline  in  marijuana  production  are 


considered  soft.  Corruption  remains  a  seri- 
ous impediment  to  program  effectiveness, 
and  many  major  traffickers  remain  at  large. 
Working  together,  much  more  can  be  done. 
Mexico  must  expand  and  intensify  its 
poppy  and  cannabis  eradication  programs, 
using  aerial  surveys  to  compare  pre-  and 
posteradication  totals  to  verify  the  destruc- 
tion of  crops.  An  improved  Operation  Van- 
guard should  be  resumed  next  year.  We  will 
continue  working  with  the  Government  of 
Mexico  on  the  issue  of  corruption.  Mexico  is 
capable  of  improving  its  eradication  cam- 
paign and  could  achieve  the  same  successful 
results  as  they  did  in  the  1970s;  improve- 
ments must  be  made  by  increasing  aircraft 
utilization  rates  and  alleviating  current  pi- 
lot shortages.  Cocaine  interdiction  efforts 
could  also  be  improved.  Increased  funding  is 
requested  in  the  FY  1990  budget  to  cover 
costs  of  maintenance  support  for  the  Mexi- 
can eradication  fleet  and  aerial  survey 
efforts. 


Caribbean 

The  Bahamas  continues  to  be  a  major 
transit  country  for  cocaine  and  mari- 
juana entering  the  United  States  and  is 
an  important  money-laundering  center. 
Cooperation  with  U.S.  enforcement 
agencies  in  1988  is  considered  good, 
with  numerous  joint  undercover  as 
well  as  regular  operations,  including 
OPBAT,  underway.  U.S. -assisted  oper- 
ations resulted  in  the  seizure  of  more 
than  10  metric  tons  of  cocaine  and  more 
than  13  metric  tons  of  marijuana.  Fol- 
lowing the  arrest  of  several  important 
traffickers,  the  Government  of  the 
Commonwealth  of  The  Bahamas 
imposed  new  and  more  stringent  sen- 
tencing; it  is  also  more  actively  investi- 
gating corruption,  which  continues  to 
be  a  factor  affecting  operational  effec- 
tiveness. The  Bahamas  signed  an 
agreement  in  accordance  with  the 
Chiles  amendment  on  February  17, 
1989. 

President  Bush  noted  the  very  co- 
operative relationship  we  have  with  the 
Government  of  the  Commonwealth  of 
The  Bahamas  in  his  certification  state- 


Copies  of 
the  Report 


Free,  single  copies  of  the  29-page  exec- 
utive summary  of  the  International 
Narcotics  Control  Strategy  Report  of 
March  1989  are  available  from  the  Pub- 
lic Information  Division,  Bureau  of 
Public  Affairs,  Department  of  State, 
Washington,  D.C.  20520. 


ment.  "Nonetheless,"  the  President 
said,  "the  reality  is  that  too  much  co- 
caine still  passes  through  The  Bahamas. 
And,  while  the  Government  of  the  Com- 
monwealth of  The  Bahamas  is  more  ac- 
tive in  investigating  allegations  of 
corruption,  we  are  concerned  by  re- 
ports that  corruption  still  exists. 
Prime  Minister  Pindling  and  his  minis- 
ters must  forcefully  address  this  issue. 
We  also  believe  that  noteworthy  Baha- 
mian cooperation  in  joint  antinarcotics 
efforts  should  be  accompanied  by  strong- 
er unilateral  efforts  to  curb  drug  traf- 
ficking and  consumption  within  The 
Bahamas." 

Cuba  sits  amidst  some  of  the  pri- 
mary drug  routes  into  the  United 
States,  and  aircraft  and  seacraft  are 
reportedly  eluding  U.S.  agents  by  en- 
tering Cuban  territorial  waters  or  air- 
space. In  the  past,  U.S.  officials  have 
accused  Cuban  officials  of  involvement, 
and  indictments  were  returned  against 
four  ranking  officials  in  1982.  Cuban 
authorities  have  publicly  expressed  an 
interest  in  antidrug  cooperation  with 
us  but  have  not  elaborated  on  what  kind 
of  cooperation  they  envision. 

The  Dominican  Republic  has  be- 
come an  ideal  staging  area  and  refuel- 
ing stop  for  traffickers  smuggling  co- 
caine into  the  United  States.  Some 
marijuana  is  also  transshipped  by  traf- 
fickers, who  are  attracted  by  the  is- 
land's 63  airstrips.  The  government 
ranks  the  drug  problem  as  a  major  pri- 
ority and  in  1988  passed  tough  new 
antidrug  legislation  which  imposes 
mandatory  sentences.  The  very  effec- 
tive Joint  Information  Coordination 
Center,  vital  to  the  monitoring  of  drug 
traffic  through  that  part  of  the  Carib- 
bean, can  serve  as  a  model  for  other 
countries. 

Haiti  improved  its  drug  interdic- 
tion efforts  in  1988,  despite  two  coups 
and  four  governments.  The  Avril  gov- 
ernment improved  the  climate  for 
cooperation.  Seizures  increased  sub- 
stantially in  1988,  thanks  in  part  to  a 
new  Center  for  Information  and  Coor- 
dination at  Port  au  Prince  airport,  but 
the  volume  of  trafficking  remains  be- 
yond the  capability  of  the  narcotics  po- 
lice. U.S.  enforcement  agencies  are 
concerned  that  the  uncertain  situation 
in  Haiti  and  lack  of  strong  control  by 
the  central  government  have  led  to  the 
increasing  use  of  Haitian  waters  and 
Haitian-registered  vessels  for  the 
transshipment  of  cocaine.  Although 
corruption  remains  a  problem,  the 
Avril  government  did  remove  from 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/May  1989 


69 


NARCOTICS 


service  a  number  of  military  officers 
suspected  of  involvement. 

Jamaica  has  reduced  marijuana 
production  dramatically,  from  a  high  of 
1,755  metric  tons  in  1986  to  405  metric 
tons  in  1988.  The  island  is  also  a  transit 
point  for  cocaine;  traffickers  are  now 
paying  for  services  in  kind,  increasing 
the  amount  of  cocaine  available  for  Ja- 
maican consumption.  Money  laundering 
does  not  appear  to  be  a  major  problem, 
with  most  drug  proceeds  being  laun- 
dered elsewhere.  Cooperation  with 
U.S.  authorities  remains  quite  good  on 
the  vigorous  eradication  campaign,  as 
well  as  interdiction  and  investigations. 
Seizures  dropped  below  1987  levels,  but 
a  number  of  improvements,  including 
new  procedures  and  expanded  training, 
are  in  place  for  1989  to  enhance  the  en- 
forcement effort.  Heavy  fines  have 
been  levied  by  U.S.  Customs  on  air- 
lines and  shipping  firms  whose  vessels 
have  been  used  to  smuggle  narcotics 
out  of  Jamaica. 

Jamaica  has  kept  down  marijuana 
production  and  should  continue  to  do  so 
through  repeated  eradication  cam- 
paigns. The  U.S.  Government  looks 
forward  to  working  with  the  govern- 
ment of  newly  elected  Prime  Minister 
Michael  Manley,  building  on  recent 
progress  in  eradication  and  enforce- 
ment. Trafficking  networks  must  be 
dismantled  and  traffickers  brought  to 
justice.  Jamaica  also  needs  to  launch  a 
comprehensive  drug  prevention  pro- 
gram aimed  at  preventing  an  increase 
in  cocaine  abuse.  Aerial  eradication  is  a 
priority  for  FY  1990,  and  funds  will  be 
used  to  provide  aircraft  support  for 
eradication  and  interdiction,  maxi- 
mizing the  efficiency  of  Jamaica's 
programs. 

Central  America 

Belize  is  no  longer  a  major  source 
country  for  cannabis,  now  producing 
only  120  metric  tons  a  year,  thanks  to  a 
successful  U.S. -assisted  aerial  eradica- 
tion program.  However,  it  is  becoming 
an  increasingly  important  transit  coun- 
try for  cocaine  from  South  America 
and  marijuana  from  Guatemala.  Law 
enforcement  resources  are  limited,  but 
enforcement  capabilities  are  improv- 
ing. Money  laundering  is  not  a  factor. 

Costa  Rica  is  increasingly  impor- 
tant as  a  cocaine  transit  country,  with 
estimates  that  6-12  metric  tons  of  co- 
caine are  being  transported  through  its 
territory  by  air  and  sea.  Authorities 
remain  vigilant  to  the  possibility  of 
labs  being  established,  but  no  new  labs 


were  found  in  the  last  2  years.  Can- 
nabis cultivation  appears  to  be  less  ex- 
tensive than  previously  estimated,  and 
the  export  trade  is  a  minor  enterprise. 
Costa  Rica  is  not  a  major  money- 
laundering  center,  although  a  highly 
publicized  money-laundering  trial  has 
focused  attention  on  the  issue. 

Guatemala  increased  in  impor- 
tance to  the  U.S.  drug  situation  as  ma- 
jor amounts  of  opium  and  marijuana 
were  produced  during  the  past  year. 
U.S.  officials  estimate  that  as  much  as 
150  kilograms  of  heroin  are  smuggled 
into  the  United  States,  probably  under 
the  control  of  Mexican  traffickers.  Gua- 
temala is  also  important  to  the  cocaine 
trade,  serving  as  a  transit  point  for 
narcotics  headed  for  Florida,  Louisi- 
ana, and  Texas  and  for  precursor  chem- 
icals destined  for  South  America. 
Guatemala  has  conducted  effective 
eradication  efforts  and  cooperates  with 
U.S.  officials  on  a  chemical  tracking 
program  and  interdiction  efforts. 
Money  laundering  is  not  a  major  factor. 

Honduras  is  a  transshipment  point 
for  Colombian  cocaine.  The  key  event  of 
1988  was  the  arrest  and  expulsion  of 
Matta  Ballesteros,  a  major  Honduran 
trafficker  with  Colombian  connections; 
he  is  now  imprisoned  in  the  United 
States.  Honduras  signed  a  bilateral  an- 
tinarcotics  agreement  with  the  United 
States  last  November,  accenting  the  co- 
operation evident  in  the  opening  of  a 
permanent  Drug  Enforcement  Admin- 
istration (DEA)  office  last  May  and  in 
cooperation  on  seizures  and  investiga- 
tions. While  there  have  not  been  the 
dramatic  seizures  that  occurred  in 
1987,  U.S.  and  Honduran  authorities 
collaborated  on  a  seizure  of  453  kilo- 
grams last  August.  There  was  also  co- 
operation on  operations  at  sea  with  the 
U.S.  Coast  Guard. 

Nicaragua  continues  to  be  men- 
tioned by  informants  and  traffickers  as 
a  cocaine  transit  point.  In  1986  there 
were  accusations  that  top  government 
officials  engaged  in  trafficking. 
Nicaragua  is  now  cooperating  with 
Costa  Rica  on  drug  matters  but  not 
with  U.S.  enforcement  agencies. 

Panama  was  denied  certification 
in  1988  following  the  indictments  of 
General  Noriega  by  two  U.S.  grand 
juries  on  charges  of  narcotics  traffick- 
ing. Despite  being  fired  by  the  lawful 
President  of  Panama  in  1988,  Noriega 
illegally  remains  in  control  of  the  Pan- 
amanian Defense  Forces.  Panama 
continues  to  be  a  principal  money- 
laundering  center  for  the  South  Ameri- 


can cocaine  trade  and  a  transit  site  for 
cocaine  and  precursor  chemical  ship- 
ments. Noriega's  defiance  of  President 
Delvalle  and  continued  control  of  Pan- 
ama's police  forces  prevents  President 
Delvalle  from  effectively  implementing 
his  policy  of  full  cooperation  with  the 
United  States.  While  some  minimal  co- 
operation continues  between  Noriega 
and  the  DEA  on  a  limited  number  of 
enforcement  matters,  cooperation  on 
money  laundering  has  bogged  down 
since  Noriega's  indictment.  President 
Delvalle's  government  continues  to  al- 
low boarding  of  Panamanian  flag  ves- 
sels by  U.S.  narcotics  officials.  U.S. 
prohibition  on  aid  to  the  Noriega-Solis 
regime  continues. 

In  sum  these  countries  are  of  vital 
interest  to  our  narcotics  control  strat- 
egy, not  only  because  of  the  critical 
impact  that  production  and  traffick- 
ing from  countries  like  Mexico,  The 
Bahamas,  and  Jamaica  are  having  on 
our  current  situation  but  because  of  the 
potential  for  increased  production  and 
trafficking  through  the  myriad  coun- 
tries that  lie  along  the  cocaine  trail  to 
South  America. 


ASSISTANT  SECRETARY 

WROBLESKI, 
MAR.  15,  1989 


The  Task  Force  on  International  Nar- 
cotics Control  has  asked  the  Depart- 
ment to  provide  testimony  today  on 
Southeast  Asia  and  Pacific  nations. 
This  region  includes  three  countries 
which  are  major  factors  in  the  produc- 
tion and  refining  of  opium  and  heroin — 
Burma,  Laos,  and  Thailand — as  well  as 
key  transit  countries. 

Two  countries — Burma  and  Laos — 
were  denied  certification  by  Presi- 
dent Bush  on  March  1.  Burma's  once- 
promising  aerial  eradication  effort  has 
been  grounded;  no  eradication  effort 
has  been  made  in  1989  and  prospects 
are  for  expanded  cultivation  of  what  is 
already  the  world's  largest  supply  of  il- 
licit opium.  There  continue  to  be  re- 
ports implicating  officials  of  the  Lao 
Government  in  narcotics  production 
and  trafficking.  The  President  certi- 
fied Thailand,  which  continues  to  be 
successful  in  suppressing  opium  culti- 
vation; Hong  Kong,  a  major  financial 
center  for  the  Golden  Triangle  heroin 
trade  which  cooperates  closely  with 
U.S.  law  enforcement  agencies;  and 
Malaysia,  which  has  a  strong  record  of 
cooperation  in  efforts  to  curb  heroin 
trafficking. 
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With  respect  to  denial  of  certifica- 
tion, let  me  note  that  aid  is  not  a  factor 
in  Syria,  Iran,  and  Laos  or  with  the 
Government  of  Afghanistan;  aid  had 
been  previously  suspended  to  Burma 
and  Panama.  Laos  is  reportedly  seek- 
ing a  loan  through  the  Asian  Develop- 
ment Bank,  which  will  have  to  be 
opposed,  as  would  loans  sought  by  any 
country  denied  certification.  We  do 
have  a  continuing  interest  in  prisoner- 
of-war/missing-in-action  (POW/MIA) 
investigations  with  Laos,  which  was 
the  basis  for  the  previous  national  in- 
terest certification.  However,  we  felt 
that  the  information  we  had  concerning 
official  involvement  in  drug  trafficking 
was  compelling,  given  the  require- 
ments under  Section  2013(b).  Trade 
sanctions  are  discretionary  to  the 
President,  and  no  recommendations — 
affirmative  or  negative — are  made  on 
trade  sanctions  for  the  six  countries  de- 
nied certification. 

The  following  regional  and  country 
summaries  are  drawn  from  the  1989  In- 
ternational Narcotics  Control  Strategy 
Report. 

Regional  Summary 

The  civil  turmoil  in  Burma  has  re- 
sulted in  the  suspension  of  the  Socialist 
Republic  of  the  Union  of  Burma's  an- 
nual aerial  opium  eradication  program. 
Between  January  and  March  1988, 
Burma  reported  eliminating  over 
16,000  hectares  of  opium.  But  at  year's 
end,  it  was  estimated  that  Burmese 
production  of  opium  was  up  in  absolute 
terms.  There  is  no  immediate  prospect 
that  the  aerial  eradication  campaign 
will  be  resumed  in  time  to  be  effective 
against  the  1989  crop.  Indeed  the  dis- 
turbances will  most  likely  result  in  un- 
checked opium  production  in  Burma. 
There  have  been  some  narcotics 
control  activities  undertaken  in  Laos. 
In  the  summer  of  1988,  the  Lao  Govern- 
ment raided  two  refineries  in  Oudomsai 
Province  and  later  tried  48  traffickers 
netted  in  the  raid;  among  those  con- 
victed was  the  governor  of  the  prov- 
ince, a  central  committee  member.  A 
high-level  delegation  of  U.S.  Govern- 
ment officials  traveled  to  Vientiane  in 
early  1989  to  discuss  a  number  of  is- 
sues, including  narcotics  control.  Lao 
officials  assured  the  U.S.  represen- 
tatives that  they  had  begun  to  address 
their  opium  problem,  as  evidenced  by 
their  agreement  with  the  UN  Fund  for 
Drug  Abuse  Control  (UNFDAC)  to 
sponsor  a  $5.8  million  rural  integrated 
pilot  program  in  an  opium-growing  re- 


gion in  northern  Vientiane  Province. 
This  project  is  scheduled  to  get  under- 
way before  July.  For  the  first  time,  Lao 
officials  accepted,  in  principle,  previ- 
ous offers  of  bilateral  U.S.  narcotics 
control  assistance. 

However,  there  has  been  no  reduc- 
tion in  opium  production  in  Laos,  and 
there  continues  to  be  information  about 
the  extensive  involvement  of  Lao  mili- 
tary and  civilian  officials  in  the  narcot- 
ics trade. 

Thailand  was  successful  in  ensur- 
ing that  opium  production  did  not  in- 
crease during  1988.  But,  given  the 
demand  for  opium  among  the  indige- 
nous hill  tribe  addict  population,  it  is 
possible  that  no  further  reductions  will 
be  made  in  the  coming  years  in  the  es- 
timated 28  metric  tons  of  opium  pro- 
duced in  Thailand;  there  is  difficulty 
also  in  eradicating  the  remaining 
opium  poppy,  which  is  grown  increas- 
ingly in  small,  inaccessible  plots. 

Heroin  trafficking  remains  a  seri- 
ous problem  in  Southeast  Asia,  partic- 
ularly in  Thailand  where  an  excellent 
communications  infrastructure  pro- 
vides traffickers  good  access  to  inter- 
national markets.  There  is  evidence 
that  heroin  is  transported  through 
Vietnam,  notably  through  the  port  of 
Da  Nang.  During  1988,  heroin  seizures 
in  Thailand  doubled  over  the  previous 
year's  totals,  and  10  heroin  refineries 
were  immobilized. 

Country  Summaries 

Burma's  political  turmoil  has  grounded 
its  large-scale  aerial  eradication  pro- 
gram most  probably  until  a  government 
enjoying  greater  credibility  and  sup- 
port among  the  Burmese  people  than 
the  current  military  regime  is  seated 
in  Rangoon.  Traffickers  capitalized  on 
diminished  enforcement  efforts  to 
smuggle  large  quantities  of  opium  and 
heroin  with  little  interference.  The 
prospect  for  1989  is  grim;  given  highly 
favorable  climatic  conditions  and  the 
suspension  of  programs  to  destroy 
crops  or  seize  shipments  of  drugs  or 
precursor  chemicals  from  China,  Thai- 
land, and  India,  traffickers  may  har- 
vest and  move  as  much  as  1,400  metric 
tons  of  opium  to  heroin  refiners  in 
Southeast  Asia.  Money  laundering  is 
not  a  factor. 

The  People's  Republic  of  China 

does  not  produce  significant  amounts  of 
illicit  narcotics.  But  U.S.  officials  are 
increasingly  concerned  about  the  trans- 
shipment of  Golden  Triangle  heroin 
through  southern  China  to  Hong  Kong 


and  traffic  in  precursor  chemicals  into 
the  triangle.  The  Chinese  Government 
is  responsive  to  these  developments, 
ironically  resulting  from  its  own 
"openness  policy"  and  is  particularly 
concerned  about  indications  of  rees- 
tablished "Triad"  influence  in  southern 
China.  A  new  law  controlling  precursor 
chemicals  was  enacted  in  December 
1988  as  part  of  a  reinvigorated  enforce- 
ment effort.  China  sent  police  officials 
to  the  United  States  to  give  evidence  in 
the  "Goldfish"  heroin  case. 

Hong  Kong  is  both  the  financial 
and  money-laundering  center  of  the  Far 
East  narcotics  trade  and  an  important 
transit  center  for  Golden  Triangle  her- 
oin destined  for  Australia,  Canada,  the 
United  States,  and  Europe.  Hong  Kong 
police,  who  made  record  heroin  sei- 
zures and  arrested  a  number  of  key 
traffickers  in  1988,  believe  that  as 
much  as  half  the  heroin  seized  came 
overland  through  China.  A  high  degree 
of  cooperation  exists  with  U.S.  offi- 
cials. Hong  Kong  is  moving  forward 
with  legislation  enabling  the  courts  to 
trace,  freeze,  and  seize  proceeds  of 
drug  trafficking  and  is  considering  a 
U.S. -proposed  mutual  legal  assistance 
agreement. 

Indonesia  is  a  transit  site  for  her- 
oin, opium,  hashish,  and  precursor 
chemicals.  Heroin  is  exported  to  Aus- 
tralia, New  Zealand,  and  Western 
Europe;  the  amounts  reaching  U.S. 
markets  are  not  considered  significant. 
New  interest  focuses  on  Bali.  West  Eu- 
ropeans are  heavily  involved  in  the  in- 
creasing traffic  from  this  major  resort 
area,  which  is  augmented  by  the  high 
number  of  international  flights.  Money 
laundering  is  not  a  factor. 

Laos  is  the  only  country  to  date  for 
which  the  extensive  involvement  of  mil- 
itary and  government  officials  has  led 
to  accusations  that  the  government  is 
facilitating  narcotics  trafficking  dur- 
ing the  corruption  review  required  by 
Section  2013,  PL  99-570.  The  Lao  Gov- 
ernment has  made  repeated  efforts  in 
the  past  year  to  convince  U.S.  officials 
of  its  intention  to  curb  illicit  narcotics 
production  and  trafficking.  However, 
U.S.  officials  believe  that  opium  pro- 
duction continues  to  expand  and  could 
be  approaching  the  300-metric-ton 
mark  and  that  heroin  refining  contin- 
ues. Laos  is  exporting  heroin  and  mari- 
juana through  Thailand,  Vietnam,  and 
China.  The  government  has  welcomed 
U.S.  consultations  on  narcotics  and  a 
UN  narcotics-related  crop  substitution 
program. 
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Malaysia  is  an  important  heroin 
conversion  and  transit  center,  export- 
ing primarily  to  Europe  and  Australia. 
Plagued  by  drug  abuse  among  its  own 
population  and  concerned  by  the  domi- 
nance of  criminal  elements  in  the 
trade,  Malaysia  considers  drug  traffick- 
ing a  national  security  problem  and  has 
the  death  penalty  for  traffickers.  A 
strong  domestic  enforcement  program 
which  drove  heroin  seizures  up  by  700% 
in  1988  seems  to  have  reduced  drug 
availability,  and  a  new  property  forfei- 
ture act  provides  a  vital  new  weapon. 
But  the  expected  bounty  of  opium  com- 
ing from  the  Golden  Triangle  in  1989 
will  put  the  capability  of  the  country's 
forces  to  a  test. 

The  Philippines  exports  locally 
grown  and  Thai  marijuana  and  is  also  a 
transit  point  for  Golden  Triangle  heroin 
and  South  American  cocaine  smuggled 
into  Guam,  Australia,  Europe,  and  the 
United  States.  Foreigners  are  still 
principals  in  the  trade,  but  Filipino 
groups  have  also  emerged.  Filipino  po- 
lice conducted  more  than  1,000  narcot- 
ics raids  in  1988  and  made  important 
seizures  and  arrests,  but  the  enforce- 
ment effort,  which  the  United  States 
assists,  is  hampered  by  budget  and 
structural  restraints. 

Singapore,  which  is  a  transship- 
ment point  for  Southeast  Asian  heroin 
and  has  high  potential  for  money  laun- 
dering, cooperates  with  U.S.  officials 
in  monitoring  and  intercepting  inter- 
national drug  traffic.  Singapore  offi- 
cials are  especially  worried  about 
domestic  drug  use. 

Thailand  has  reduced  opium  culti- 
vation to  about  28  metric  tons  but  re- 
mains significant  as  a  refiner  of  heroin 
and  conduit  for  opium/heroin  from 
other  sources  in  the  Golden  Triangle. 
High  quality  Thai  marijuana  is  export- 
ed to  the  United  States  and  other  mar- 
kets, and  there  is  also  an  active  trade 
in  precursor  chemicals.  The  Royal  Thai 
Government  counters  these  activities 
with  a  vigorous  enforcement  program 
that  doubled  heroin  seizures  in  1988, 
while  also  seizing  increased  amounts  of 
opium,  morphine,  and  marijuana.  Thai- 
land is  also  an  important  money-flow 
country. 


FY  1990  Assistance  Request 
for  Refugee  Programs 


■The  complete  transcript  of  the  hear- 
ings will  be  published  by  the  committee  and 
will  be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Of- 
fice, Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


by  Jonathan  Moore 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Foreign  Operations  of  the  House  Ap- 
propriations Committee  on  March  22, 
1989.  Ambassador  Moore  is  Director  of 
the  Bureau  for  Refugee  Programs.1 

I  am  pleased  to  be  here  today  to  pre- 
sent the  Department  of  State's  FY  1990 
request  for  migration  and  refugee 
assistance,  the  emergency  refugee  mi- 
gration and  assistance,  and  the  De- 
partment's authorization  bill. 

The  Department  of  State  is  re- 
questing authorization  for  $370  million 
for  the  migration  and  refugee  assist- 
ance appropriation  for  FY  1990.  We 
are  requesting  $10  million  for  the 
emergency  refugee  and  migration 
assist- 
ance appropriation  account. 

The  U.S.  refugee  program  is  an  es- 
sential expression  of  the  U.S.  commit- 
ment to  humanitarian  principles  as  well 
as  a  means  of  supporting  other  U.S. 
foreign  policy  objectives.  Our  abiding, 
bipartisan,  international  commitment 
of  assistance  to  refugees  and  ubiqui- 
tous diplomatic  advocacy  on  their  be- 
half projects  our  highest  ideals  through- 
out the  world  and  pursues  the  stability, 
which  is  in  our  national  interest, 
through  the  alleviation  of  persecution, 
violence,  and  poverty  which  breed  refu- 
gees. Through  our  programs,  the  De- 
partment allows  for  the  admission  and 
resettlement  of  refugees  who  are  of  the 
greatest  concern  to  the  United  States 
and  provides  assistance  to  13  million 
refugees  worldwide  for  life-sustaining 
support,  primarily  through  contribu- 
tions to  multilateral  organizations. 

The  refugee  program  is  facing 
great  challenges  and  opportunities  this 
year.  On  the  one  hand,  program  needs 
for  admissions  and  assistance  are  at 
their  greatest  levels  in  recent  years — a 
challenge,  indeed,  at  a  time  when  the 
Administration  and  the  Congress  are 
focusing  on  limiting  government  ex- 
penditures. On  the  other  hand,  many  of 
these  needs  have  arisen  as  a  direct  con- 
sequence of  our  foreign  policy  successes 
and  offer  the  opportunity  to  begin  to 
resolve  longstanding  problems  that 
have  faced  the  international  community 
for  some  time.  The  FY  1990  migration 
and  refugee  assistance  request  reflects 
the  concern  for  balancing  the  need  to 


address  humanitarian  and  other  for- 
eign policy  objectives  with  the  need  to 
restrain  spending. 

Admissions  Program 

The  Department  is  requesting  $156.5 
million  for  refugee  admissions,  which 
is  estimated  to  support  admissions  of 
about  84,000  refugees — the  same  level 
of  admissions  funded  in  the  FY  1989 
appropriation.  The  actual  admissions 
ceilings  for  FY  1990  will  be  deter- 
mined by  the  President  in  the  late  sum- 
mer after  consultations  with  the 
Judiciary  Committees,  as  required  by 
the  Refugee  Act  of  1980. 

There  have  been  significant  recent 
developments  which  impact  the  admis- 
sions programs.  The  most  dramatic  de- 
velopment is  the  continuing  increase  in 
the  number  of  Soviets  receiving  per- 
mission to  leave  the  Soviet  Union  and 
applying  for  refugee  admission  to  the 
United  States,  both  in  Moscow  and  in 
Western  Europe.  New,  overdue,  and 
most  welcome  policies  of  liberalized  em- 
igration and  relaxation  of  prohibitions 
against  departure  from  communist 
countries  challenge  us  to  review  our 
admissions  policies  in  the  context  of  the 
tremendous  resource  implications  they 
now  carry. 

In  the  past  few  months,  the  levels 
of  Soviet  applications  have  greatly  sur- 
passed previous  estimates,  resulting  in 
severe  pressure  on  available  resources. 
The  Department  currently  has  FY  1989 
funding  for  19,000  Soviet  admissions 
(with  funding  for  East  European/ 
Soviet  admissions  at  a  total  of  25,500). 
The  FY  1990  budget  estimates  admis- 
sions of  22,500  East  Europeans  and 
Soviets. 

The  President  has  just  announced 
the  Administration's  intent  to  request 
supplemental  appropriations  to  the 
Congress  of  $100  million  for  the  migra- 
tion and  refugee  assistance  appropria- 
tion for  FY  1989.  The  primary  goal  is 
to  address  the  need  for  additional  re- 
sources for  Soviet  refugee  admissions, 
although  we  are  also  requesting  some 
funds  for  admissions  of  refugees  from 
other  regions  and  for  certain  high  pri- 
ority refugee  assistance  needs.  The 
Department  is  reviewing  our  policies, 
examining  alternatives  which  might  be 
implemented  by  FY  1990,  and  reevalu- 
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ating  resource  requirements  to  manage 
the  program  over  the  long  term. 

For  East  Asia,  the  FY  1990  budget 
provides  for  a  total  of  49,500  admis- 
sions: 25,000  from  first-asylum  coun- 
tries and  24,500  under  the  orderly 
departure  program  from  Vietnam,  in- 
cluding 13,000  Amerasians  and  their 
family  members.  I  remain  hopeful  that 
the  Socialist  Republic  of  Vietnam  will 
resume  negotiations  on  unrestricted  ac- 
cess to  resettlement  programs  by  for- 
mer reeducation  center  detainees  and 
their  families  in  the  near  future. 

The  request  assumes  that  levels  of 
admissions  from  the  Near  East/South 
Asia  (6,500),  the  Western  Hemisphere 
(3,000),  and  Africa  (2,000)  will  be  about 
the  same  as  the  FY  1989  consultations 
levels. 


Assistance  Programs 

The  Department  is  requesting  $173.4 
million  for  refugee  assistance  pro- 
grams, an  increase  of  about  $1.9  mil- 
lion from  the  FY  1989  level.  This 
request  includes  $25.5  million  for  East 
Asia,  $58.2  million  for  Africa,  $80.3 
million  for  the  Near  East/South  Asia, 
and  $11.2  million  for  the  Western 
Hemisphere.  Most  of  our  contributions 
are  channeled  through  international  or- 
ganizations, including  the  UN  High 
Commissioner  for  Refugees  (UNHCR), 
the  International  Committee  of  the  Red 
Cross  (ICRC),  the  UN  Relief  and 
Works  Agency  (UNRWA)  for  Palestine 
Refugees  in  the  Near  East,  and  the  UN 
Border  Relief  Organization  (UNBRO) 
for  Khmer  on  the  Thai-Cambodian  bor- 
der. The  Department  also  supports  ac- 
tivities of  private  voluntary 
organizations. 

Our  assistance  program  must  deal 
with  two  problems:  the  pressure  to 
keep  expenditures  down  in  the  face  of 
severe  increases  in  humanitarian  needs 
(the  U.S.  percentage  of  support  to  such 
multilateral  organizations  as  UNHCR 
and  the  ICRC  has  slipped  over  the  last 
2  years  significantly  below  traditional 
levels)  and  the  tendency  of  the  admis- 
sions program  to  eat  up  a  larger  por- 
tion of  the  overall  migration  and 
refugee  assistance  account  (in  FY  1984 
roughly  70%  of  this  budget  went  to  as- 
sistance and  in  FY  1990  roughly  57% 
will). 

A  number  of  developments  in  re- 
gional refugee  assistance  programs  are 
noteworthy. 

Concerning  East  Asia,  there  will 
be  an  international  conference  on  In- 
dochinese  refugees  this  summer  in  Ge- 


neva. I  have  just  returned  from  the 
preparatory  meeting  for  this  confer- 
ence held  in  Kuala  Lumpur.  The  goal  of 
these  efforts  is  to  develop  a  comprehen- 
sive and  revitalized  approach  to  deal 
with  Indochinese  refugees,  spurred  by 
the  largest  outflow  of  Vietnamese  boat 
refugees  since  the  early  1980s.  Strong 
progress,  with  U.S.  leadership,  was  ac- 
complished at  Kuala  Lumpur  toward 
acceptance  of  an  integrated,  mutually 
reinforcing  strategy  of  balanced  na- 
tional commitments.  Its  components  in- 
clude the  preservation  of  first-asylum 
(our  foremost  concern),  screening  pro- 
cedures to  determine  refugee  status, 
assurances  of  third-country  resettle- 
ment, plans  for  repatriation  of  the 
country  of  origin,  and  strengthened 
regular  departure  programs  from 
Vietnam.  Its  commitments  will  be  un- 
dertaken together  by  source  countries 
such  as  Vietnam,  by  countries  of  refuge 
such  as  Thailand  and  Malaysia,  and  by 
resettlement  and  donor  countries  such 
as  the  United  States,  Canada,  Austra- 
lia, and  Japan.  Along  with  new  struc- 
tures and  procedures  to  address  the 
Indochinese  refugee  program,  a  suc- 
cessful Geneva  conference  will  carry 
new  resource  implications.  In  addition 
movement  toward  an  agreement  on 
Cambodia  could  require  the  initiation 
of  programs  to  repatriate  the  300,000 
Khmer  in  Thailand. 

In  Africa  we  are  heartened  by  our 
major  foreign  policy  success  in  south- 
ern Africa  that  promises  to  lead  to  re- 
patriation of  Namibian  refugees  and 
independence.  We  hope  that  will  create 
a  climate  for  resolution  of  other  refugee 
problems  in  southern  Africa.  At  the 
same  time,  we  are  preoccupied  with  the 
growing  numbers  of  refugees  and  dis- 
placed persons  and  with  the  seeming 
intransigence  of  the  conflicts  that  gen- 
erate these  refugee  situations.  The 
number  of  African  refugees  has 
reached  4  million,  up  from  3  million 
last  year.  The  ICRC  is  providing  relief 
to  as  many  as  1  million  displaced 
persons. 

In  the  Near  East  and  South  Asia, 
we  are  concerned  with  two  major  is- 
sues. First,  the  Afghan  refugee  popula- 
tion remains  the  largest  single  refugee 
group — more  than  3  million  persons  in 
Pakistan  and  2  million  in  Iran.  Owing 
to  the  successful  conclusion  of  an 
agreement  on  the  Afghan  conflict  and 
the  Soviet  withdrawal,  the  United 
States  hopes  that  the  political  and  mili- 
tary conditions  in  Afghanistan  will  so 
improve  as  to  allow  the  repatriation  of 
refugees  in  time,  although  in  the  imme- 


diate term,  refugees  are  still  arriving 
in  Pakistan.  Second,  UNRWA,  which 
provides  assistance  primarily  through 
education  and  medical  programs  for 
Palestinian  refugees  in  the  Middle 
East,  has  increased  program  needs  in 
the  West  Bank  and  Gaza  Strip,  partic- 
ularly for  emergency  medical  care 
needed  because  of  the  Palestinian  up- 
rising and  the  Israeli  response. 

In  Central  America,  there  is  an  in- 
flux of  Nicaraguans  into  other  coun- 
tries in  the  region.  There  will  be  an 
international  refugee  conference  in 
May  to  address  Central  American  refu- 
gee needs. 

Emergency  Fund 

The  President  recently  responded  to 
several  increased,  unforeseen  assist- 
ance needs  by  authorizing  the  use  of 
$17.5  million  from  the  emergency  fund. 
This  drawdown  included  $5  million  for 
the  UNHCR  appeal  for  funds  to  re- 
patriate refugees  to  Namibia,  $5  mil- 
lion for  the  ICRC  appeal  for  the  Horn 
of  Africa,  $5  million  for  the  ICRC  ap- 
peal for  Afghan  conflict  victims,  and 
$2.5  million  for  the  UN  Special  Coor- 
dinator for  Afghanistan.  A  sum  of  $23 
million  in  the  fund  is  available  only  for 
other  Afghan  needs  through  a  program 
of  the  Agency  for  International  Devel- 
opment (AID).  A  balance  of  $12.6  mil- 
lion is  available  for  other  refugee 
needs. 

Other  Activities 

The  Department  is  also  requesting 
$30.3  million  for  other  activities.  Of 
the  total,  we  are  requesting  $20  million 
for  the  refugees  to  Israel  program  for 
FY  1990.  The  remaining  $10.3  million 
includes  a  contribution  to  the  head- 
quarters budget  of  the  ICRC  and  the 
assessed  and  voluntary  contributions  to 
the  Intergovernmental  Committee  for 
Migration. 

The  Department  is  requesting  $8 
million  for  the  administrative  expenses 
of  the  Bureau  of  Refugee  Programs. 
This  includes  funding  for  107  perma- 
nent positions. 


•The  complete  transcript  of  the  hear- 
ings will  be  published  by  the  committee  and 
will  be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Of- 
fice, Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 
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Terrorism:  Its  Evolving  Nature 


by  L.  Paul  Bremer,  HI 

Statement  before  the  House  For- 
eign Affairs  Committee  on  February  9, 
19S9.  Ambassador  Bremer  is  Ambas- 
sador at  Large  for  Counter-Terrorism.1 

The  callous  destruction  of  Pan  Am 
Flight  103  on  December  21,  1988,  was  a 
terrible  international  tragedy.  The  vic- 
tims were  not  only  the  passengers  and 
crew  on  the  plane  and  the  villagers  in 
Lockerbie  [Scotland]  but  also  their  rel- 
atives, friends,  and  all  those  who  were 
touched  by  this  horrible  act.  We  deeply 
regret  the  loss  families  and  friends  of 
those  on  Pan  Am  103  have  suffered,  and 
we  share  their  anguish.  And  we  share 
the  pain  of  the  people  of  Lockerbie  who 
also  lost  friends  and  relatives. 

We  are  determined  to  do  every- 
thing in  our  power  to  see  that  this 
cowardly,  senseless  act  will  not  go 
unpunished.  We  are  committed  to 
bringing  the  perpetrators  to  justice. 
Working  with  the  British  and  other 
governments,  we  will  follow  every  lead 
until  we  have  answers.  It  may  take 
time — there  are  not  always  quick  an- 
swers in  these  cases — but  I  am  confi- 
dent that  by  using  all  of  our  resources, 
we  will  succeed  in  locating  the  mur- 
derers. Then  we  will  exert  all  efforts 
to  bring  them  to  justice. 

Right  now  investigators  from  the 
FBI  [Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation] 
are  in  Lockerbie,  in  London,  in  Frank- 
furt, and  elsewhere  working  closely 
with  their  counterparts.  We  have  estab- 
lished a  task  force  within  the  intel- 
ligence community  to  mobilize  our  as- 
sets worldwide  to  gather  information  on 
potential  suspects.  We  have  approached 
dozens  of  other  governments  through 
intelligence  and  diplomatic  channels  for 
their  assistance. 

Because  the  case  is  under  investi- 
gation, and  hopefully  will  eventually 
lead  to  trial,  I  am  sure  you  will  under- 
stand that  I  am  not  able  to  discuss  the 
details  of  the  investigation  itself.  How- 
ever, I  am  optimistic  that  in  the  end, 
we  will  succeed. 

In  your  February  3  letter  of  invita- 
tion to  appear  before  the  committee, 
you  asked  me  to  address  a  variety  of 
topics.  Some  of  these,  including  the  ad- 
equacy of  the  Foreign  Airport  Security 
Act,  an  overall  evaluation  of  the  re- 
quired foreign  airport  security  as- 


sessments, and  several  others  can  be 
addressed  more  authoritatively  by  my 
colleagues  from  the  FAA  [Federal  Avia- 
tion Administration].  Consequently,  I 
defer  to  them  on  these  matters. 

However,  three  of  the  topics  raised 
in  your  letter  are  directly  relevant  to 
my  area  of  responsibility,  and  I  would 
like  to  respond  to  them.  They  include: 

•  An  assessment  of  the  current 
international  terrorism  threat  to  U.S. 
interests  and  civilians; 

•  An  overview  and  status  of  the 
U.S.  Government's  counterterrorism 
policy;  and 

•  The  extent  of  international  coop- 
eration with  the  U.S.  Government  on 
practical  antiterrorism  measures. 

The  Terrorist  Threat 

Let  us  begin  with  the  threat  which  ter- 
rorism poses  to  U.S.  interests  today. 

Our  preliminary  analysis  of  the 
data  for  1988  indicates  that  there  were 
almost  900  international  terrorist 
incidents  last  year,  a  new  record. 
Terrorism  clearly  remains  a  major 
international  problem. 

The  international  nature  of  the  ter- 
rorist threat  is  poignantly  highlighted 
by  the  passenger  list  from  Pan  Am  103. 
Citizens  of  almost  20  nations  died  as  a 
result  of  this  single  tragic  event.  Over- 
all, international  terrorism  claimed  the 
lives  of  almost  400  people  last  year. 

In  dealing  with  international  ter- 
rorism, we  must — and  do — constantly 
evaluate  the  nature  of  the  threat,  which 
changes  markedly  over  time.  As  we 
take  steps  to  reduce  our  vulnerability 
to  terrorist  attack,  terrorists  continue 
to  try  to  find  new  "weak  links"  in  the 
security  chain  which  they  can  exploit. 
There  are  no  quick  fixes  in  this  business. 

For  example,  as  the  committee  is 
aware,  the  international  aviation  com- 
munity has  made  considerable  progress 
in  making  it  more  difficult  for  hijackers 
to  introduce  weapons  into  the  cabin  of 
an  aircraft.  The  tightened  security  and 
inspection  procedures  envisioned  by  the 
Foreign  Airport  Security  Act  of  1985, 
which  your  committee  helped  initiate, 
played  a  useful  role  in  this  security 
effort.  As  a  result,  there  has  been  a 
significant  drop  in  the  number  of  hi- 
jackings. In  1986  and  1987,  there  was  a 
total  of  three  hijackings  worldwide. 


But  while  hijackings  are  down,  air- 
craft sabotage  is  up.  In  1986  and  1987, 
there  were  six  explosions  aboard  air- 
craft resulting  in  135  deaths.  For  the 
first  time,  we  have  had  more  incidents 
of  sabotage  than  hijacking.  And  now  we 
must  add  Pan  Am  103  to  this  tragic  toll. 

New  technology  makes  an  impact 
on  the  counterterrorism  front.  In  some 
instances,  technical  advances  like  plas- 
tic explosives  help  terrorists.  On  the 
other  hand,  our  counterterrorism 
efforts  are  strengthened  by  the  avail- 
ability of  new  technology,  such  as  the 
thermal  neutron  analyzer  machines,  to 
detect  such  explosives.  The  evolution  of 
technology  will  go  forward.  So  we  must 
continue  to  anticipate  how  terrorists 
might  try  to  turn  technology  to  their 
advantage. 

Our  basic  goal  is  constant.  We  seek 
to  deter  and  prevent  terrorist  attacks. 
In  the  event  of  a  terrorist  incident,  we 
seek  the  apprehension,  prosecution, 
and  punishment  of  those  responsible. 
Our  government  has  developed  a  coun- 
terterrorist  policy  to  deal  with  the 
broad  worldwide  terrorist  threat  and 
its  evolving  nature. 

Overview  of  U.S. 
Counterterrorism  Policy 

American  counterterrorist  policy  stands 
on  three  solid  pillars. 

First,  we  will  not  accede  to  ter- 
rorist demands.  We  will  not  pay  ran- 
som, pardon  convicted  terrorists,  or 
pressure  other  countries  to  give  in  to 
terrorist  demands.  In  other  words,  we 
will  make  no  deals.  But  we  will  talk  to 
anyone  authoritative — anywhere,  any- 
time— about  the  welfare  and  uncondi- 
tional release  of  our  hostages. 

Second,  we  have  taken  the  lead  in 
pressuring  states  which  support  ter- 
rorist groups  and  use  terrorism  as  part 
of  their  foreign  policy.  We  have  shown 
these  states  that  they  will  be  penalized 
for  supporting  terrorism.  The  United 
States  will  not  tolerate  their  aiding  and 
abetting  terrorist  groups  by  supplying 
them  with  weapons,  money,  passports, 
training  bases,  and  safehouses. 

Third,  we  are  imposing  the  rule  of 
law  on  terrorists  for  their  criminal  ac- 
tions. Good  police  work  is  catching  ter- 
rorists, and  they  are  being  brought  to 
trial.  Since  1986,  the  United  States  has 
had  a  law  which  enables  our  law  en- 
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forcement  agencies  to  better  combat 
terrorism  overseas.  Popularly  called  a 
"long  arm"  statute,  the  law  makes  it  a 
Federal  crime  to  kill,  injure,  threaten, 
detain,  or  seize  an  American  citizen 
anywhere  in  the  world  in  order  to  com- 
pel a  third  person  or  government  to 
accede  to  a  terrorist's  demands. 

U.S.  Policy: 

How  Is  It  Working? 

So  we  have  a  clear  and  comprehensive 
counterterrorist  policy.  How  is  it 
working? 

Let  us  look  first  at  the  "no  conces- 
sions" element  of  our  policy.  Obviously, 
this  element  of  our  policy  was  damaged 
by  the  Iran-contra  affair.  However, 
since  then,  we  have  made  crystal  clear 
our  government's  steadfast  commitment 
to  the  "no  deals"  principle.  No  country, 
no  group  should  believe  there  is  gain  in 
trying  to  blackmail  the  United  States. 

Based  on  my  own  meetings  with 
counterterrorism  officials  and  experts 
from  other  countries  and  in  this  coun- 
try, I  believe  we  have  largely  recovered 
the  credibility  lost  by  the  Iran-contra 
affair.  The  international  counterter- 
rorism community  understands  our 
position,  and  there  is  strong  bipartisan 
support  here  for  our  policy  of  firmness 
in  dealing  with  terrorists.  I  hope  and 
believe  that  the  new  Administration 
will  continue  to  benefit  from  this  high 
level  of  support  by  the  American 
people. 

We  have  enjoyed  an  important 
measure  of  success  on  the  second  ingre- 
dient of  our  policy — pressuring  states 
which  support  terrorism.  As  a  result, 
some  of  the  more  notorious  state  sup- 
porters of  terrorism  have  attempted — 
publicly  at  least — to  distance  them- 
selves from  terrorism. 

Our  1986  airstrike  on  Libya's  ter- 
rorist camp  was  the  watershed  event 
in  the  world's  fight  against  terrorist- 
supporting  states.  European  nations 
followed  our  lead  against  Libya  by 
imposing  political,  economic,  and  se- 
curity measures  against  the  Qadhafi  re- 
gime. European  Community  members 
expelled  more  than  100  Libyan  "diplo- 
mats" and  restricted  the  movements  of 
other  Libyan  "diplomatic"  and  "consul- 
ar" personnel.  These  moves  severely 
damaged  Libya's  European  network 
dedicated  to  supporting  international 
terrorism. 


Qadhafi  learned  that  his  support 
for  international  terrorism  would  not  be 
cost  free,  and  he  changed  his  behavior 
which,  after  all,  was  the  objective  of 
our  attack.  Libya's  involvement  in  ter- 
rorism declined  from  19  incidents  in 
1986  to  6  in  1987  and  another  6  in  1988. 

However,  we  must  remain  particu- 
larly vigilant  regarding  Qadhafi.  There 
is  reason  to  believe  that  Libya  con- 
tinues support  for  terrorism,  albeit  in  a 
more  subtle,  less  flagrant  fashion. 
Moreover,  Libya's  continued  work  on  a 
chemical  weapons  production  facility 
emphasizes  the  need  for  extremely 
careful  monitoring  of  Qadhafi's  actions. 

Syria,  another  long-time  supporter 
of  terrorism,  also  felt  the  pressure  of 
our  counterterrorism  strategy.  In  late 
1986,  British  and  West  German  courts 
established  Syrian  complicity  in  ter- 
rorist attacks  in  London  and  West 
Berlin.  Together  with  Great  Britain, 
the  United  States  joined  an  interna- 
tional campaign  employing  diplomatic, 
political,  and  economic  sanctions  to  con- 
vince Syria  to  reduce  its  link  to  ter- 
rorists groups. 

These  efforts  worked.  In  1985, 
Syria  was  implicated  in  34  terrorists  in- 
cidents but  in  1986  only  6.  In  1987,  a 
year  after  our  pressures,  we  detected 
Syria's  hand  in  only  one  incident  and  in 
none  in  1988.  Moreover,  Syria  expelled 
the  violent  Abu  Nidal  organization 
from  Damascus  in  June  1987 — a  major 
victory  for  our  counterterrorist 
policies. 

These  efforts  may  not  force  these 
nations  to  cease  entirely  their  support 
for  terrorist  groups.  Indeed,  both 
Libya  and  Syria  continue  to  provide 
such  support.  But  a  concerted,  vig- 
orous Western  strategy  does  make 
them  move  more  cautiously  and  become 
more  circumspect. 

The  third  and  final  element  of  our 
counterterrorism  policy — using  the  rule 
of  law  against  terrorists  and  encourag- 
ing others  to  do  the  same — is  maturing 
into  a  potent  weapon  for  two  basic  rea- 
sons. First,  there  has  been  a  sea 
change  in  international  attitudes  toward 
terrorists.  Second,  governments  have 
decided  to  provide  law  enforcement 
agencies  the  resources  necessary  to  de- 
ter terrorism. 

Not  long  ago,  many  usually  respon- 
sible countries  granted  terrorists  dis- 
pensation for  their  crimes.  Ironically, 
terrorists  were  perceived  as  victims  of 
those  vague  forces  called  "oppression" 
and  "imperialism" — victims  or,  worse, 
romantic  adventurers  whose  behavior 
should  be  indulged. 


No  longer  is  this  true.  Terrorists 
began  to  lose  this  international  indul- 
gence as  they  widened  their  circle  of 
targets  in  the  late  1970s.  In  some  in- 
stances, they  even  attacked  their  sym- 
pathizers and  supporters.  The  shock  of 
such  actions  turned  indulgence  to 
revulsion. 

And  as  popular  disgust  mounted, 
politicians  finally  insisted  on  action  to 
counter  the  terrorists.  Law  enforce- 
ment agencies  were  given  the  resources 
to  do  their  jobs.  National  police  depart- 
ments now  have  the  surveillance  gear, 
the  communications  equipment,  and  the 
money  for  overtime  to  gather  intel- 
ligence and  to  track  and  arrest  ter- 
rorists. As  a  result,  more  and  more 
terrorists  are  being  brought  to  trial  and 
convicted. 

•  On  November  3,  1988,  a  Maltese 
court  sentenced  the  sole  surviving  ter- 
rorist in  the  November  1985  hijacking 
of  an  Egyptian  airliner  to  25  years  im- 
prisonment— the  maximum  sentence 
under  Maltese  law.  The  surviving  hi- 
jacker belonged  to  the  Abu  Nidal 
organization. 

•  On  October  27,  1988,  a  Sudanese 
court  passed  the  death  sentence  on  five 
Palestinian  terrorists  for  their  attack 
this  year  on  Khartoum's  Acropole  Hotel 
and  the  Sudan  Club.  These  five  were 
also  members  of  the  Abu  Nidal 
organization. 

•  In  July  1988,  a  Pakistan  court 
convicted  five  terrorists  for  an  Abu 
Nidal  organization  attack  against  a  Pan 
Am  airliner  in  Karachi  in  September 
1986. 

•  A  French  court  convicted,  in  ab- 
sentia, on  October  20,  1988,  the  notori- 
ous Fatah  terrorist  Colonel  Hawari  to 
10  years — the  maximum  allowed  under 
French  law — for  complicity  to  transport 
arms,  ammunition,  and  explosives  and 
for  criminal  associations. 

•  A  West  German  court  is  cur- 
rently trying  Muhammad  Hamadei,  a 
Lebanese  terrorist  implicated  in  the 
1985  TWA  hijacking  which  resulted  in 
the  murder  of  an  innocent  American 
seaman,  Robert  Stethem. 

•  Here  in  Washington,  D.C.,  Fawaz 
Younis,  a  Lebanese  terrorist  will  soon 
go  on  trial  for  holding  American  cit- 
izens hostage  when  he  led  the  1985  hi- 
jacking of  a  Royal  Jordanian  Airlines 
flight. 

•  In  Greece,  authorities  will  soon 
decide  on  Muhammad  Rashid's  extradi- 
tion to  this  country  where  he  is  wanted 
for  planting  a  bomb  in  1982  on  a  Pan 
Am  airliner.  His  extradition  to  the 
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United  States  would  be  an  important 
indication  of  Greece's  adherence  to  its 
stated  policy  of  combating  terrorism. 

In  short,  the  United  States  has  a 
counterterrorism  policy  in  place  and  it 
works.  However,  it  is  obvious  that  we 
cannot  succeed  alone.  Many  of  the 
essential  ingredients  in  combating 
terrorism — gathering  intelligence 
information,  monitoring  the  movements 
of  suspected  terrorists,  intercepting 
and  apprehending  terrorists — require 
effective  international  cooperation. 

International  Cooperation  in 
Counterterrorism 

As  terrorists  expand  their  activities, 
and  as  international  repugnance  to  ter- 
rorist acts  intensifies,  nations  in- 
creasingly regard  terrorism  as  a 
collective  threat  and  a  common  prob- 
lem. The  desire  to  promote  interna- 
tional cooperation,  already  strong,  was 
particularly  evident  in  the  aftermath  of 
the  attack  on  Pan  Am  103. 

International  condemnation  of  the 
sabotage  of  Pan  Am  103  was  swift  and 
emphatic.  Many  individual  nations  con- 
demned the  attack.  The  Secretary  Gen- 
eral of  the  United  Nations  issued  a 
statement  in  late  December  1988  ex- 
pressing "outrage"  at  the  attack.  This 
statement  was  echoed  by  the  President 
of  the  Security  Council,  speaking  on  be- 
half of  the  council,  who  condemned  the 
attack  and  called  on  all  states  to  assist 
in  the  apprehension  and  prosecution  of 
those  responsible.  Similarly,  the  12 
members  of  the  European  Community 
released  a  joint  statement  deploring  the 
sabotage  of  Pan  Am  103. 

The  sabotage  of  Pan  Am  103  has 
emphasized  the  need  for  prompt  action 
to  strengthen  further  aviation  security 
measures.  The  FAA  immediately  issued 
orders  for  increased  security  measures 
on  American  carriers  to  deal  with  the 
new  situations.  But  we  cannot  solve  the 
problem  alone.  It  is  clear  that  we  need 
to  encourage  the  adoption  of  more 
stringent  security  measures  throughout 
the  aviation  community. 

Improving  Aviation  Security 

To  pursue  this  work,  the  international 
community  is  turning  to  the  Interna- 
tional Civil  Aviation  Organization 
(ICAO)  an  agency  of  the  UN  system 
based  in  Montreal.  ICAO  is  the  ac- 
knowledged body  responsible  for  set- 
ting standards  in  the  field  of  civil 


aviation  and  is,  therefore,  the  appropri- 
ate forum  for  international  followup  to 
Pan  Am  103. 

On  January  24,  the  United  King- 
dom and  the  United  States  jointly  an- 
nounced that,  in  response  to  the 
destruction  of  Pan  Am  103,  they  were 
requesting  a  special  session  of  the 
ICAO  council  to  pursue  ways  "to  im- 
prove international  aviation  security 
procedures."  On  January  30,  the  ICAO 
council  decided  to  hold  such  a  special 
session  on  February  15-16,  1989,  to  dis- 
cuss ways  to  counter  the  growing  trend 
of  sabotage  against  civil  aviation.  A 
number  of  ICAO  members — including 
the  United  States,  the  United  King- 
dom, the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany, 
Australia,  and  Switzerland — will  be 
represented  by  their  ministers  of  trans- 
portation at  this  meeting. 

We  expect  representatives  at  this 
special  ministerial-level  council  meeting 
to  begin  by  reviewing  briefly  the  exist- 
ing aviation  security  measures.  Avia- 
tion standards,  as  defined  and  adopted 
by  ICAO  members,  are  contained  in 
Annex  17  to  the  Chicago  convention 
(which  established  ICAO  in  1944). 

Over  the  years,  a  great  deal  of 
important  work  has  been  done  to  im- 
prove the  measures  in  Annex  17  which 
should  not  be  overlooked.  For  example, 
following  the  June  1985  hijacking  of 
TWA  847,  Annex  17  was  exhaustively 
reviewed.  In  December  1985,  Annex  17 
was  amended  to  include  a  number  of 
provisions  intended  to  prevent  the  use 
of  weapons  or  dangerous  devices  aimed 
at  causing  bodily  harm  and  damage  to 
property  aboard  aircraft. 

In  1986,  ICAO's  Unlawful  Inter- 
ference Committee  reviewed  ICAO's  se- 
curity standards  to  ensure  that  they 
were  updated  promptly  as  necessary. 
This  committee,  with  support  from  the 
ICAO  Secretariat,  identified  four  areas 
that  warranted  priority  attention  as 
particularly  vulnerable  to  placement  of 
explosive  devices.  These  included  ramp 
security,  weapons  detection,  cargo/mail/ 
small  parcel  handling,  and  courier 
service. 

Work  on  aviation  security  stand- 
ards has  continued  in  ICAO's  Aviation 
Security  Panel,  which  reports  to  the 
Unlawful  Interference  Committee.  This 
panel  has  identified  several  priorities 
for  work  in  ICAO.  These  include  se- 
curity controls  to  detect  devices  which 
might  be  carried  by  unsuspecting  par- 
ties unwittingly  acting  as  couriers  for 
terrorists  and  passenger  management 
methods  to  ensure  that  passengers 
leave  nothing  behind  on  an  aircraft. 


Much  of  this  work  will  continue  and 
intensify  as  ICAO  defines  new  ap- 
proaches to  security.  To  facilitate  this 
work,  we  hope  that  the  February  15-16 
ministerial  council  session  will  endorse 
a  plan  of  work  that  establishes  pri- 
orities for  technical  work  in  ICAO. 
These  priorities  include: 

•  Detection  of  sabotage  devices,  es- 
pecially explosives; 

•  Comprehensive  screening  of 
checked  baggage; 

•  Comprehensive  screening  of  pas- 
sengers and  hand  baggage; 

•  Controlling  access  to  aircraft  by 
ground  personnel;  and 

•  Establishing  a  new  ICAO  service 
available  to  members  at  their  request 
to  assess  security  at  individual  airports 
and  to  recommend  improvements  as 
necessary. 

We  also  expect  the  ministerial  will 
review  the  status  of  security-related 
training  provided  by  ICAO. 

Finally,  we  expect  the  ICAO  minis- 
terial will  discuss  the  need  for  in- 
creased attention  to  "tagging"  plastic 
explosives  for  detection.  Relatively  lit- 
tle technical  work  has  been  pursued  to 
date  in  this  area.  However,  the  tragedy 
of  Pan  Am  103  emphasizes  both  the 
urgency  and  importance  of  such  work. 

The  ICAO  council  meeting  next 
week  will  bring  together  some  of  the 
world's  foremost  authorities  in  aviation 
security.  Their  meeting  underscores  the 
commitment  of  the  international  com- 
munity to  continue  the  worldwide  fight 
against  terrorism.  The  combination  of 
this  political  will  and  technical  exper- 
tise lends  considerable  momentum  to 
the  important  work  in  ICAO  on  avia- 
tion security,  which  has  and  will  con- 
tinue to  make  significant  progress. 

Handling  Terrorist  Threats 

I  know  a  number  of  members  are  inter- 
ested in  our  government's  policy  on 
handling  terrorist  threats. 

Each  week,  we  receive  literally 
dozens  of  threats — most  of  them  di- 
rected at  American  officials  abroad.  We 
urgently  and  carefully  analyze  them.  If 
a  threat  is  deemed  credible,  we  take 
immediate  steps  to  counter  the  threat 
by  getting  the  information  into  the 
hands  of  people  who  can  take  steps  to 
counter  the  threat.  For  example,  in  the 
case  of  a  threat  to  an  airline,  we  get 
that  information  into  the  hands  of  air- 
port security  officials  responsible  for 
aviation  security.  This  is  the  purpose  of 
the  FAA  security  alert  bulletins  sent  to 
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airline  corporate  security  officials  and 
to  airport  security  officials. 

We  do  not  routinely  make  terrorist 
threats  public.  To  do  so  would  encour- 
age "copycat"  terrorist  threats  which 
could  initially  cause  panic  and  disrupt 
air  services  and,  in  the  end,  cause  in- 
difference to  the  alerts  themselves.  As 
it  is,  we  already  receive  on  the  average 
three  threats  to  American  airports  or 
airlines  each  day. 

Nor  is  it  our  policy  to  selectively 
alert  people  to  terrorist  threats.  If  we 
have  a  credible  and  specific  terrorist 
threat  to  an  airline  which  cannot  be 
countered  effectively  on  the  spot,  then 
our  policy  is  to  recommend  that  the 
airline  cancel  the  flight.  Otherwise,  we 
would  issue  a  public  travel  advisery  to 
the  American  traveling  public.  It  is  not 
our  policy  to  alert  government  officials 
and  not  the  general  public  to  such  a 
threat.  There  is,  and  can  be,  no  double 
standard. 

While  priority  attention  will  con- 
tinue on  aviation  security,  we  cannot 
overlook  work  in  other  vital  areas.  As 
the  Achille  Lauro  tragedy  demon- 
strates all  too  clearly,  passenger  ships 
are  also  vulnerable  to  terrorism,  includ- 
ing sabotage.  The  International  Mar- 
itime Organization  (IMO)  already  has 
taken  a  number  of  steps  to  enhance 
maritime  security.  IMO  security 
measures  were  analyzed  in  detail  at 
the  October  1988  meeting  of  the  IMO 
Maritime  Safety  Committee,  which 
agreed  to  review  these  measures  an- 
nually. During  1989,  the  IMO  will  spon- 
sor at  least  two  regional  security 
seminars — one  in  the  Caribbean  and 
one  in  the  Mediterranean.  These  semi- 
nars will  offer  training  and  assistance 
in  states'  application  of  IMO  security 
measures.  We  fully  support  this  work 
in  IMO  and  will  participate  actively  in 
these  seminars. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  remarks  thus 
far  have  been  addressed  to  the  topics 
you  identified  in  your  letter  of  invita- 
tion as  of  particular  interest  to  the 
committee.  Permit  me,  however,  to  in- 
clude a  reference  to  an  indispensable 
component  of  our  counterterrorism 
effort,  namely  our  antiterrorist  as- 
sistance program  (ATA),  a  program  this 
committee  was  instrumental  in 
establishing. 

Antiterrorist  Assistance  Program 

Since  its  inception  in  1984,  ATA  has 
trained  over  650  students  from  28  na- 
tions in  advanced  civil  aviation  security 
or  airport  police  management.  Both 


courses  are  offered  at  the  Transporta- 
tion Safety  Institute — a  FA  A  facility  in 
Oklahoma  City — and  include  a  mixture 
of  classroom  instruction  supplemented 
by  on-the-scene  instruction  at  major 
U.S.  airports. 

Countering  the  existing  threats  to 
international  civil  aviation  requires  an 
effective  aviation  security  program 
which  includes  well-trained  staff  sup- 
plemented by  a  variety  of  technical 
aids.  Any  such  system  has  built-in  re- 
dundancy and  recognizes  that  the  most 
critical  element  in  aviation  security  is 
the  well-motivated  employee  who  takes 
his  or  her  duties  seriously.  We  are  con- 
fident that  our  basic  ATA  teaching  pro- 
gram is  sound  and  contributes  to  the 
building  of  such  a  system.  It  teaches 
the  interdependence  and  supplemental 
effects  of  people,  dogs,  and  existing 
electronic  technology  such  as  x-rays. 
We  will  incorporate  into  our  training, 
as  they  emerge,  the  "lessons  learned" 
from  the  Pan  Am  103  bombing. 

Bomb-detector  dogs  already  hold  a 
critical  role  in  aviation  security  as  part 
of  a  comprehensive  effort  to  detect 
plastic  explosives.  There  are  limits, 
however,  to  what  can  be  done  with 
sniffer  dogs.  Dogs  are  capable  of  de- 
tecting plastic  explosives,  but  they 
present  logistical  problems.  At  large 
airports  such  as  those  in  the  United 
States  and  Europe,  dogs  provide  only 
part  of  the  solution.  Since  the  ATA  pro- 
gram generally  works  with  less  devel- 
oped nations,  which  often  have  small 
international  airports,  some  of  the 
problems  presented  by  using  detector 
dogs  at  major  international  airports 
may  pose  fewer  difficulties  at  the 
smaller  airports. 

We  are  working  to  broaden  the 
scope  of  our  aviation  security  training, 
such  as  that  offered  through  the  ATA 
program.  During  FY  [fiscal  year]  1988, 
the  United  States  worked  with  the 
French  to  improve  aviation  security  in 
West  Africa,  with  the  Canadians  to  do 
the  same  at  Manila  International,  and 
with  the  British  in  broad-based  coun- 
terterrorism training  for  Pakistan.  In 
cooperation  with  South  Korea,  we  orga- 
nized a  conference  of  Pacific  rim  nations 
to  establish  enhanced  aviation  security 
standards  before  and  during  last  year's 
summer  Olympic  period. 

The  ATA  program,  with  the  range 
of  training  that  it  can  offer,  is  a  vital 
element  in  the  U.S.  response  to  the 
threat  posed  by  international  terrorism. 
For  FY  1990,  the  President  is  seeking 
$10,017  million  to  support  ATA  training. 
These  funds  will  finance  training  for 


some  1,500  recipients  from  25  nations 
and  provide  a  modest  amount  of  train- 
ing-related equipment. 

The  ATA  program  also  works  with 
the  FAA's  assessment  of  airports  as 
provided  under  the  Foreign  Airport  Se- 
curity Act.  The  Department  of  State 
and  the  FAA  cooperate  closely  in  this 
FAA  airport  assessment  program.  Em- 
bassy officials  are  routinely  involved  in 
scheduling  these  assessments  and  facili- 
tating the  work  of  the  FAA  security 
officials  during  their  visit.  When  defi- 
ciencies are  identified  in  an  airport's  se- 
curity program  by  the  FAA  officials,  as 
they  were  in  Caracas  in  the  summer  of 
1988,  State  and  FAA  work  together  to 
develop  an  effective  assistance  pro- 
gram. State,  through  its  antiterrorism 
assistance  program,  generally  offers 
training  in  advanced  civil  aviation  se- 
curity or  airport  police  management  to 
help  correct  any  such  deficiencies. 
FAA,  under  its  own  authorities,  pro- 
vides related  assistance.  In  the  case  of 
Caracas,  the  problems  identified  were 
corrected  to  FAA's  satisfaction  before 
the  90-day  notice  period  expired. 

Research  and  Development 

In  addition  to  training  under  the  ATA 
program,  we  are  continuing  our  work  in 
research  and  development.  One  priority 
is  to  identify  and  develop  new  tech- 
nology to  apply  to  the  process  of  exam- 
ining baggage  so  that  materials  such  as 
plastic  explosives  can  be  more  consis- 
tently detected.  While  the  first  models 
are  only  now  in  production,  the  thermal 
neutron  analyzer  developed  for  the 
FAA  offers  real  promise  as  a  means  of 
ensuring  that  plastic  explosives  cannot 
evade  detection. 

On  behalf  of  the  U.S.  Government, 
the  State  Department  coordinates  and 
funds  a  national  counterterrorism  re- 
search and  development  program.  In 
FY  1990,  we  will  be  seeking  $6  million 
to  support  this  interagency  program. 
Included  in  the  research  and  develop- 
ment program  are  projects  to  develop 
new  forms  of  less  expensive  and  more 
widely  applicable  detectors  to  identify 
plastic  explosives  or  chemical/biological 
agents  in  closed  containers.  I  hope  that 
members  of  this  committee  will  con- 
tinue to  support  this  program. 

Another  example  of  our  research 
and  development  efforts  at  State  is  the 
Bureau  of  Diplomatic  Security's  funding 
for  the  development  of  a  high-tech- 
nology "sniffer"  to  detect  nitrogen  va- 
pors, such  as  those  emitted  by 
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explosives  in  automobiles,  packages, 
luggage,  or  persons.  The  first  operat- 
ing models  of  this  equipment,  developed 
under  contracts  with  Thermedics,  Inc. 
totaling  nearly  $7  million,  will  be  deliv- 
ered to  the  State  Department  this  sum- 
mer. This  equipment  will  be  applied  as 
part  of  our  program  to  protect  high- 
threat  posts  and  to  ensure  the  security 
of  the  Secretary  as  he  travels.  This 
equipment  offers  promise  as  the  possi- 
ble basis  for  other  prototypes  which 
would  be  applicable  for  use  in  checking 
airline  passengers,  their  luggage,  and 
carry-on  items. 

Terrorism  remains  a  major  interna- 
tional problem.  While  we  continue  to 
make  progress  in  countering  terrorism 


in  some  areas,  new  dimensions  to  this 
problem  emerge  with  dismaying  fre- 
quency. There  is  no  single  magic  solu- 
tion to  this  international  scourge.  Yet 
our  political  will  is  strong,  our  available 
resources  are  carefully  used,  and  our 
technical  expertise  is  among  the  best  in 
the  world.  We  remain  deeply  committed 
to  our  concerted  effort  to  combat  ter- 
rorism, as  are  the  members  of  the  com- 
mittee. We  greatly  appreciate  your 
support  which  is  essential  if  we  are 
to  prevail. 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hear- 
ings will  be  published  by  the  committee  and 
will  be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Of- 
fice, Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


Iran's  Threats  Against  Author 


by  Alvin  P.  Adams,  Jr. 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Terrorism,  Narcotics,  and  Interna- 
tional Operations  of  the  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee  on  March  8,  1989. 
Mr.  Adams  is  Acting  Coordinator  for 
Counter  terrorism.1 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review 
the  Rushdie  affair  with  you  and  mem- 
bers of  your  subcommittee.  This  affair 
is  extremely  complex  in  its  weave  of  do- 
mestic and  foreign  dimensions  and 
highly  volatile,  given  the  profoundly 
sensitive  political  and  religious  nerves 
it  strikes. 

We  want  to  make  it  clear  from  the 
outset  that  we  are  absolutely  commit- 
ted to  freedom  of  expression,  which  we 
consider  a  fundamental  human  right. 
This  is  a  right  shared  by  people  around 
the  world.  Furthermore,  it  is  specially 
affirmed  for  Americans  in  our  Con- 
stitution. We — all  of  us  represented 
here  and  others  in  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment — will  do  whatever  we  can  to  pro- 
tect this  right. 

We  take  seriously  the  threats 
which  have  emanated  from  Tehran  con- 
cerning Salman  Rushdie's  book  The  Sa- 
tanic Verses.  The  reaction  against  the 
book  already  has  spawned  considerable 
violence  in  South  Asia  and  may  well 
have  motivated  the  February  28  fire- 
bombings  of  two  bookstores  in  Berke- 
ley, California,  and  the  Riverdale  Press 
in  New  York  City.  We  consider  the 
threats  against  Mr.  Rushdie  and  his 
book  to  be  an  invitation  to  commit  an 


act  of  terrorism,  unprecedented  in  con- 
temporary international  behavior.  The 
calls  by  the  Iranian  leadership  for  Mr. 
Rushdie's  murder  are  made  all  the 
more  repugnant  by  the  specter  of  the 
offers  of  a  massive  reward. 

At  the  same  time,  in  addressing 
these  threats,  we  must  take  a  clear- 
headed view,  coolly  assessing  their  na- 
ture and  crafting  an  effective  response 
to  them.  This  is  not  the  first  time  we 
have  faced  serious  threats  from  Iran  or 
other  states  which  support  interna- 
tional terrorism.  It  will  not  be  the  last. 

What  we  need  to  do,  and  what  we 
are  doing,  is  to  apply  longstanding 
principles  and  tactics  developed  to  deal 
with  threats  of  terrorism.  They  include 
firmness  in  the  face  of  attempted  in- 
timidation and  a  measured  response  co- 
ordinated with  our  friends  and  guided 
by  an  effective  and  realistic  strategy. 

We  are  responding  to  the  Rushdie 
affair  in  a  number  of  ways.  I  will  elabo- 
rate on  them  as  well  as  discuss  the  gen- 
esis of  the  threat  later  in  my  testimony. 
The  basic  principles  which  guide  our 
responses  are: 

•  Without  regard  to  the  merits  of 
the  book,  the  threat  to  Mr.  Rushdie,  his 
publishers,  and  booksellers  constituted 
totally  unacceptable  behavior  by  the 
leader  of  a  state; 

•  While  uncertain  of  the  precise 
impact  of  these  threats  and  public  of- 
fers of  a  reward  for  murder,  we  took  the 
threats  seriously; 

•  Given  the  threat  against  Ameri- 
cans in  Pakistan,  both  diplomatic  and 
security  responses  were  in  order  on  our 
part;  and 


•  Our  responses  called  for  prior 
consultations  with  other  countries 
which  were  even  more  directly  threat- 
ened than  we,  particularly  the  United 
Kingdom  as  Mr.  Rushdie  is  a  British 
citizen  and  resident. 

Public  Reactions 

As  for  the  initial  phase  of  the  affair,  on 
February  14,  Ayatollah  Khomeini  made 
his  infamous  statement  condemning 
The  Satanic  Verses  and  calling  summar- 
ily for  the  death  of  Mr.  Rushdie.  The 
statement  contained  more  general 
threats  against  enterprises  in  the  Unit- 
ed Kingdom  and  the  United  States 
which  published  and  sold  the  book. 
Khomeini's  statement  followed  much 
earlier  criticism  of  the  book  by  other 
concerned  Muslims  and  the  severe  riot- 
ing in  Islamabad. 

Given  the  profoundly  sensitive 
chords  this  affair  has  touched  in  West- 
ern and  Islamic  values,  the  confused 
state  of  Iranian  politics,  and  the  enor- 
mity of  the  challenge  the  affair  posed, 
we  sought  initially  to  analyze  events  in 
Tehran  and  confirm  Khomeini's  threats. 

Our  reaction  made  clear  our  sharp 
rejection  of  these  threats.  At  the  Feb- 
ruary 16  press  briefing,  the  State  De- 
partment spokesman,  Charles  Redman, 
made  a  formal  statement  which  said: 

We  are  appalled  by  the  death  threats  is- 
sued against  Salman  Rushdie  by  the  Aya- 
tollah Khomeini,  as  well  as  a  subsequent 
offer  of  a  reward  for  his  murder.  We  take 
these  threats  very  seriously.  Such  threats 
are  completely  irresponsible  and  are  incom- 
patible with  basic  standards  of  international 
conduct. 

Speaking  in  Luxembourg  the  same 
day,  Secretary  Baker  reiterated  our  re- 
jection of  the  death  threat  and  added 
that  ".  .  .  the  United  States  is  firmly 
committed  to  oppose  terrorism  in  all 
its  forms  and  particularly  state- 
sponsored  terrorism." 

Also  on  February  16,  the  European 
Parliament  passed  a  resolution  con- 
demning the  threats  and  calling  on  the 
Council  of  Europe  to  sanction  Iran  if 
they  were  carried  out. 

In  the  next  clays,  there  were  con- 
flicting statements  from  Iranian  offi- 
cials. Some  suggested  that  Iran  might 
withdraw  the  death  threat  if  Mr.  Rush- 
die expressed  regret  for  the  offense  to 
Islam.  On  February  19,  however,  a 
statement  attributed  to  Khomeini  reit- 
erated the  threat  in  strong  terms,  and 
soon  the  entire  Iranian  leadership  had 
joined  the  chorus  of  those  calling  for 
Mr.  Rushdie's  death.  In  response,  the 
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Foreign  Ministers  of  the  European 
Community,  meeting  in  Brussels  on 
February  20,  unanimously  condemned 
Iran's  behavior.  In  a  notable  display  of 
unity,  they  decided  to  withdraw  their 
senior  diplomats  from  Tehran.  Within  a 
few  days,  all  had  left. 

On  February  19  during  a  television 
interview,  Secretary  Baker  reiterated 
his  condemnation  of  the  death  threat 
and  offers  of  a  reward  for  Mr.  Rushdie's 
murder,  as  well  as  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment's official  opposition  to  terrorism. 
Secretary  Baker  added:  ".  .  .  that  if 
Iran  really  is  serious  about  rejoining 
the  community  of  civilized  nations,  this 
is  not  the  kind  of  behavior  that  leads  to 
that." 

On  February  21,  President  Bush 
made  the  following  statement: 

I  strongly  support  the  EC-12  declara- 
tion in  response  to  the  Iranian  threats 
against  Rushdie.  However  offensive  that 
book  may  be,  inciting  murder  and  offering 
rewards  for  its  perpetration  are  deeply  of- 
fensive to  the  norm  of  civilized  behavior. 
And  our  position  on  terrorism  is  well 
known.  In  the  light  of  Iran's  incitement, 
should  any  action  be  taken  against  Ameri- 
can interests,  the  Government  of  Iran  can 
expect  to  be  held  accountable. 

On  February  22,  the  State  Depart- 
ment spokesman  remarked  referencing 
the  calls  from  Iranian  leaders  for  Rush- 
die's death: 

The  .  .  .  statements  constituted  an 
incitement  to  commit  an  act  of  terrorism,  an 
offer  of  money  for  Rushdie's  murder,  which 
makes  it  all  the  more  repugnant ...  all  this 
is  a  direct  assault  on  freedom  of  expression, 
which  is  a  fundamental  human  right.  .  .  . 

On  February  28,  after  the  two  book 
stores  in  Berkeley  and  the  newspaper 
office  in  New  York  were  bombed,  the 
President  said: 

While  the  details  surrounding  these  in- 
cidents and  the  motives  of  those  who  carried 
them  out  are  still  unclear,  I  think  that  it  is 
important  to  take  this  occasion  to  state 
where  the  U.S.  Government  and,  I'm  con- 
vinced, the  American  people  stand  on  vio- 
lence and  on  our  rights.  This  country  was 
founded  on  the  principles  of  free  speech  and 
religious  tolerance.  And  we  fought  through- 
out our  history  to  protect  these  principles. 
And  I  want  to  make  unequivocally  clear  that 
the  United  States  will  not  tolerate  any  as- 
sault on  these  rights  of  American  citizens. 

The  President  added  that  should  it 
appear  that  any  Federal  laws  have  been 
violated  in  these  bombing  attacks,  he 
asked  Attorney  General  Dick  Thorn- 
burgh  "to  use  all  of  the  resources  of  the 
FBI  and  all  other  appropriate  resources 


of  this  government  to  identify  and  bring 
to  justice  those  responsible.  We  don't 
yet  know  if  the  bombings  are  related  to 
the  book,  The  Satanic  Verses.  But  let 
me  be  clear:  Anyone  undertaking  acts 
of  intimidation  or  violence  aimed  at  the 
author,  the  publishers,  or  the  distribu- 
tors of  The  Satanic  Verses  will  be  pros- 
ecuted to  the  maximum  extent  of  the 
law.  And,  yes,  some  of  the  Muslim  faith 
can  interpret  that  book  as  highly  offen- 
sive, and  I  can  be  sensitive  to  that,  but 
we  cannot  and  will  not  condone  violence 
and  lawlessness  in  this  country.  And  I 
think  our  citizens  need  to  know  how 
strongly  I  feel  about  that." 

On  March  3,  Attorney  General 
Thornburgh  told  a  delegation  from  the 
U.S.  publishing  industry  that  Ameri- 
can law  enforcement  officials  would 
take  every  precaution  to  help  protect 
publishers  and  booksellers  from 
threats  and  acts  of  violence  prompted 
by  the  controversy. 

There  is  no  doubt  about  the  posi- 
tion of  the  United  States.  Khomeini's 
statements  constitute  incitement  to 
commit  an  act  of  terrorism,  and  the  of- 
fer of  money  for  Mr.  Rushdie's  murder 
makes  this  behavior  all  the  more  reck- 
less and  callous.  Mr.  Rushdie's  book  has 
clearly  offended  many  Muslims,  but 
Khomeini's  claim  to  speak  for  all  Mus- 
lims is  completely  unjustified.  I  want 
to  emphasize  that  no  other  Islamic  gov- 
ernment or  leader — except  Qadhafi — 
has  endorsed  his  death  threat.  The 
Sheikh  of  Cairo's  Al-Azhar  University, 
a  leading  institution  of  Islamic  learn- 
ing, while  condemning  the  book,  has 
rejected  Khomeini's  death  threat,  say- 
ing it  does  not  conform  with  Islamic  le- 
gal proceedings. 

There  has  been  much  talk  about  in- 
ternal political  factors  as  a  reason  for 
Khomeini's  threats  and  their  endorse- 
ment by  other  Iranian  leaders.  Obvi- 
ously this  is  the  case.  But  we  must  not 
fall  into  the  error  of  justifying  Iran's 
conduct  in  the  process  of  seeking  to  un- 
derstand it.  Although,  they  have  done 
so  with  varying  degrees  of  enthusiasm, 
all  Iranian  leaders  have  embraced  Kho- 
meini's statements.  The  Government  of 
Iran,  as  a  whole,  is  responsible  for  this 
behavior — so-called  moderates  and  rad- 
icals alike. 

Diplomatic  Responses 

The  public  statements  are  not  our  only 
reaction  to  the  threats  against  Rush- 
die. We  have  been  dealing  with  the  is- 
sue on  several  fronts,  similar  to  the 
way  we  confront  other  terrorist  threats 


through  a  combination  of  public  diplo- 
macy, private  diplomacy,  and  security 
measures. 

In  addition  to  our  public  condemna- 
tions already  reviewed,  we  are  working 
closely  with  friends  who  are  more  di- 
rectly threatened  and  approaching 
other  countries  which  have  broader  re- 
lations with  Tehran  than  we  do  and 
who,  therefore,  can  give  greater  prac- 
tical effect  to  their  outrage.  Our  objec- 
tive is  to  encourage  other  states  to 
stand  up  and  be  counted  on  this  issue 
and  to  exploit  opportunities  which 
arise  in  their  dealings  with  Iran  to 
demonstrate  their  disapproval  in  a  con- 
crete way. 

We  have  raised  the  Rushdie  matter 
in  a  number  of  countries — including, 
for  example,  Japan  and  the  Soviet 
Union — to  ask  that  they  make  clear 
their  opposition  to  this  behavior.  We 
have  raised  it  elsewhere.  Our  embas- 
sies around  the  world  have  been  pro- 
vided material  for  discussions  of  the 
matter  with  host  governments. 

We  note  that  the  West  European 
countries  are  working  together  and  co- 
ordinating their  actions.  The  European 
Community,  for  example,  withdrew  its 
ambassadors  from  Iran  and  suspended 
high-level  visits.  As  mentioned  previ- 
ously, the  Council  of  Europe  strongly 
condemned  the  Iranian  threats.  Presi- 
dent Bush  has  expressed  support  for 
these  actions.  We  plan  this  week  to 
make  a  statement  at  the  UN  Human 
Rights  Commission  at  its  meeting  in 
Geneva. 

As  the  committee  is  aware,  the 
United  States  already  maintains  vari- 
ous restrictions  on  diplomatic  and 
economic  dealings  with  Iran.  U.S.  pro- 
hibitions against  the  sale  of  militarily 
useful  items  to  Iran  and  a  near  total 
ban  on  Iranian  exports  to  the  United 
States  remain  firmly  in  place.  We  con- 
tinue to  discourage  third  country  arms 
sales  to  Iran.  As  you  already  know,  we 
maintain  no  official  presence  in  Tehran, 
and  Iranian  diplomats  posted  to  the 
United  Nations  in  New  York  remain 
under  travel  controls.  We  have  strict 
security  procedures  that  must  be  fol- 
lowed before  issuing  visas  of  any  type 
to  Iranian  nationals. 

Threat  Assessment 

On  another  front,  we  also  are  dealing 
with  the  security  aspects  of  the  Iranian 
threat,  trying  to  assess  potential  threats 
more  fully,  and  taking  precautions 
where  indicated.  There  are  basically 
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two  dimensions  to  these  threats  raised 
by  the  Iranian  statements.  One  is  po- 
tential action  by  individuals  reacting 
on  their  own  to  the  descriptions  of  Mr. 
Rushdie's  book  but  inspired  by  the  Ira- 
nian rhetoric  and  stimulated  by  the  of- 
fer of  a  reward  for  killing  the  author. 
The  second  dimension  of  the  security 
threat  emanates  from  the  possibility  of 
more  professional  operations  organized 
by  the  Iranians  or  their  surrogates  in 
the  event  organs  of  the  Government  of 
Iran  itself  actively  follow  up  on  the 
death  threat. 

In  assessing  the  threats,  clearly 
Mr.  Rushdie  is  the  most  apparent  tar- 
get. His  life  is  in  danger;  both  he  and 
the  British  authorities  must  assume 
that  someone  may  actively  try  to  carry 
out  the  threat  against  him.  Given  Mr. 
Rushdie's  nationality  and  residence  in 
the  United  Kingdom,  British  interests 
are  perhaps  the  next  most  likely  tar- 
get, at  least  from  individuals  reacting 
to  Iran's  rhetoric. 

In  view  of  the  demonstrations 
which  already  have  taken  place  against 
the  U.S.  cultural  facilities  in  Islamabad 
and  a  number  of  threats  which  have 
been  made  against  individuals  and 
business  enterprises  in  the  United 
States,  we  are  also  a  potential  target. 
With  respect  to  overseas  facilities, 
the  State  Department  advised  all 
diplomatic  posts  in  the  most  likely 
threatened  areas  that  the  possibility  of 
anti-U.S.  activity  existed.  Posts  were 
advised  to  report  to  the  Department  on 
local  reactions  to  the  Rushdie  affair. 
U.S.  aviation  security  already  has  been 
heightened  in  the  aftermath  of  the  Pan 
Am  #103  bombing,  and  any  additional 
threats  continue  to  be  thoroughly 
evaluated. 


As  for  the  future,  it  is  difficult  to 
tell  how  this  situation  will  evolve, 
whether  the  threats  by  Iran  and  the 
violence  it  has  provoked  will  fade  or 
whether  there  will  be  attacks  actually 
linked  to  organs  of  the  Government  of 
Iran.  In  the  latter  event,  President 
Bush  already  has  made  clear  that  Iran 
will  be  held  accountable. 

As  long  as  the  Government  of  Iran 
continues  to  act  with  reckless  abandon 
and  total  irresponsibility,  Tehran  must 
continue  to  face,  at  a  minimum,  heavy 
criticism  and  isolation.  This  incident  is 
not  the  only  conduct  that  isolates  Iran 
and  disqualifies  it  from  normal  rela- 
tions with  the  rest  of  the  world.  The 
Government  of  Iran  continues  its 
broader  policy  of  support  for  interna- 
tional terrorism,  including  support  for 
those  holding  hostages  in  Lebanon.  We 
find  this  policy  abhorrent  and  unac- 
ceptable. It  will  have  to  stop  if  Iran 
wants  to  become  a  member  of  the  inter- 
national community. 

Many  Muslims  feel  offended  by  this 
work.  But  no  individual  has  the  right  to 
incite  the  murder  of  another  for  what 
he  thinks  and  writes.  Islam,  along  with 
Christianity  and  Judaism,  is  one  of  the 
world's  great  monotheistic  religions, 
with  a  deep  reverence  for  human  life. 
One  of  the  sadder  aspects  of  this  sad  af- 
fair may  be  that  it  has  tended  to  ob- 
scure some  of  the  basic  precepts  of 
Islam. 

One  final  point:  In  our  outrage 
over  Iran's  behavior,  it  is  important 
that  we  not  erroneously  assume  that  it 
involves  a  fundamental  conflict  bet- 
ween Islamic  and  Western  values.  The 
book,  The  Satanic  Verses,  uses  Islamic 
themes  and  symbols  for  imaginative 
and  artistic  purposes.  In  the  process, 
its  author  has  offended  many  Muslims 


and  others.  But  the  conflict  here  is  not 
between  those  who  like  the  book  and 
those  who  don't.  Nor  is  our  quarrel  one 
with  Islam.  It  is  with  those  in  Iran  who 
apparently  believe  that  in  the  name  of 
Islam,  they  have  the  right  to  incite  to 
murder  and  who,  by  this  repugnant  be- 
havior, have  isolated  themselves  from 
the  majority  of  Muslims  and  mankind. 

In  conclusion  the  responsible  mem- 
bers of  the  international  community 
are  united  in  our  condemnation  and 
outrage  against  incitement  to  murder 
and  threats  to  bookstores  and  pub- 
lishers and  to  free  speech  itself.  Sena- 
tor Moynihan's  resolution,  S.  Res.  69, 
underscores  that  point.  We  will  not  and 
cannot  tolerate  threats  to  murder  and 
efforts  to  exercise  our  fundamental 
rights. 

We  hope  that  the  Iranian  leader- 
ship will  realize  quickly  that  inciting 
violence  is  very  much  against  Iran's 
own  long-term  interest,  destructive  of 
its  international  image,  and  puts  at 
grave  risk  its  relationships  with  other 
countries. 

For  our  part,  we  will  be  mon- 
itoring the  situation  closely  and  reaf- 
firming our  dedication,  as  we  have 
here,  to  the  protection  of  American  cit- 
izens and  American  rights.  We  will  also 
continue  to  work  to  deter  anyone  from 
converting  threats  into  further 
violence. 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hear- 
ings will  be  published  by  the  committee  and 
will  be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Of- 
fice, Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


80 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/May  1989 


UNITED  NATIONS 


FY  1990  Assistance  Request 
for  Organizations  and  Programs 


by  Sandra  L.  Vogelgesang 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Foreign  Operations,  Export  Fi- 
nancing, and  Related  Programs  of  the 
House  Appropriations  Committee  on 
March  22,  1989.  Dr.  Vogelgesang  is 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  Inter- 
national Organization  Affairs.1 

I  welcome  the  opportunity  to  appear 
before  you  today  to  present  the  Presi- 
dent's FY  1990  budget  request  of  $209 
million  for  the  international  organiza- 
tions and  programs  account.  This 
request  will  fund  U.S.  voluntary  con- 
tributions for  development,  human- 
itarian, and  scientific  assistance 
programs  and  activities  undertaken  by 
the  United  Nations  and  the  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States  (OAS). 

Across  the  UN  system,  its  develop- 
ment and  technical  agencies  are  taking 
stock  of  past  accomplishments,  assess- 
ing their  capacity,  and  readying  them- 
selves to  meet  the  needs  of  the  new 
decade  just  ahead.  The  $209  million  ap- 
propriation request  before  you  reflects 
three  factors: 

•  U.S.  support  for  intensified  ef- 
forts to  increase  the  coherence  of  UN 
system  technical  assistance  in  develop- 
ing countries  provided  by  the  UN  De- 
velopment Program  (UNDP),  the  UN 
Children's  Fund  (UNICEF),  and  other 
UN  agencies; 

•  Continued  emphasis  on  programs 
of  technical  agencies  of  the  UN  system, 
such  as  the  International  Atomic  En- 
ergy Agency  (IAEA)  and  the  World 
Meteorological  Organization  (WMO), 
which  address  key  issues  facing  the 
United  States  in  an  increasingly  com- 
plex, economically  interdependent,  and 
environmentally  interrelated  world; 
and 

•  Sizable  investments  in  the  re- 
habilitation and  reconstruction  of 
Afghanistan  following  a  decade  of  occu- 
pation and  war. 

This  request,  like  many  others  pre- 
sented to  this  Congress  for  FY  1990, 
reflects  a  balance  among  different 
choices.  We  have  striven  to  make  room 
for  new  initiatives  and  yet  maintain 
support  for  continuing  programs — such 
as  UNDP,  UNICEF,  and  IAEA— which 
have  long  since  proven  their  value. 


Despite  our  concern  for  observing 
budgetary  restraint,  we  have  been  able 
to  include  two  new  line  items  of  critical 
importance  to  the  United  States.  These 
are  $16  million  for  the  UN  Afghanistan 
Emergency  Trust  Fund  and  $100,000 
for  the  Intergovernmental  Panel  on  Cli- 
mate Change. 

I  would  like  to  turn  now  to  a  more 
specific  analysis  of  our  request. 

UN  Development  Program 

We  are  requesting  $107.8  million,  or 
over  50%  of  our  total  request  of  $209 
million,  for  UNDP.  The  size  of  the  U.S. 
contribution  is  seen  by  donors  and  re- 
cipients alike  as  a  signal  of  the  value 
and  credibility  of  UNDP's  programs 
and  U.S.  leadership.  The  U.S.  contri- 
bution is  a  key  catalyst  in  encouraging 
contributions  from  other  members. 
This  arrangement  gives  the  United 
States  substantial  influence  over  a 
large  share  of  multilateral  assistance 
around  the  world.  UNDP  has  tradi- 
tionally received  the  largest  allocation 
of  any  of  the  programs  in  the  interna- 
tional organizations  and  programs  ac- 
count, not  only  because  of  its  central 
funding  role  but  also  because  of  its  uni- 
versal character,  its  broad  geographic 
coverage,  and  our  firm  belief  that 
UNDP  serves  the  interests  of  the  Unit- 
ed States.  The  organization's  activities 
are  not  tied  to  any  particular  sector  of 
development  effort.  Its  coordinating 
role  within  the  UN  system  permits  it 
to  tackle  development  problems  with  an 
integrated  approach  that  helps  assure 
maximum  impact  from  scarce 
resources. 

Joining  with  other  major  Western 
donors,  the  United  States  has  been 
encouraging  UNDP  to  pursue  key  man- 
agement reforms  to  improve  its  pro- 
gram and  project  formulation  and 
establish  more  effective  monitoring 
and  evaluation  of  its  activities.  These 
reforms  were  begun  in  1985  by  your 
former  colleague,  Brad  Morse.  His  suc- 
cessor, Administrator  William  Draper, 
has  pursued  these  management  initia- 
tives vigorously. 

Overall  voluntary  contributions  to 
UNDP's  central  resources  for  1989  to- 
taled in  excess  of  $1  billion.  The  largest 
total  contribution  ever  recorded  from 
all  donors  was  registered  in  1989.  The 
level  of  U.S.  funding  has  fallen  from  a 


high  of  $165  million  in  FY  1985  to 
$107.5  million  in  FY  1987.  Our  request 
of  $107.8  for  FY  1990,  only  slightly  less 
than  the  previous  year's  request,  re- 
flects primarily  the  overall  constraints 
on  the  Federal  budget  rather  than  any 
diminished  commitment  to  UNDP  and 
the  fact  that  UNDP  enjoys  sufficiently 
broad  support  from  key  donors  to  per- 
form its  critical  role  in  the  UN  system. 

UN  Children's  Fund 

The  second  largest  item  in  our  request 
is  $33.9  million  for  UNICEF,  nearly  a 
6%  increase  over  our  FY  1989  request. 
UNICEF  works  closely  with  the  gov- 
ernments of  developing  countries  in 
their  efforts  to  improve  the  welfare  of 
children  and  mothers  and  to  enable 
children  to  develop  their  full  mental 
and  physical  potential.  UNICEF  fo- 
cuses particular  attention  on  the  least 
developed  countries  and  the  major 
causes  of  death  and  disease  among  chil- 
dren under  5  years  of  age.  It  comple- 
ments and  reinforces  U.S.  bilateral 
assistance  programs,  such  as  the 
Agency  for  International  Development's 
(AID)  child  survival  fund. 

More  than  most  programs  in  the 
UN  system,  UNICEF  has  earned  the 
confidence  and  admiration  of  the  Amer- 
ican people  and  Congress.  It  has  been 
immensely  successful  in  reducing  dra- 
matically infant  and  child  mortality 
rates  in  developing  countries.  The  best 
known  approach  has  been  through  well- 
publicized  mass  childhood  immuniza- 
tion and  oral  rehydration  therapy 
campaigns. 

The  1989  State  of  the  World's  Chil- 
dren report  estimates  that  these  basic, 
low-cost  health  interventions  save  the 
lives  of  nearly  1  million  children  every 
year.  The  year  1990,  the  target  date 
for  attaining  the  World  Health  Organi- 
zation's (WHO)  goals  of  universal  child- 
hood immunization  and  oral  rehydration 
therapy,  is  fast  approaching.  To  come  as 
close  as  possible  to  achieving  that  goal 
and  to  sustain  the  momentum  of  these 
vitally  important  activities  well  into  the 
next  decade,  UNICEF  needs  the  contin- 
ued, strong  support  of  the  United 
States. 
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International  Atomic  Energy  Agency 

The  third  largest  item  in  our  request  is 
$25.2  million  for  the  IAEA.  Histori- 
cally the  United  States  has  been  a 
strong  supporter  of  the  IAEA  and  its 
safeguards  system,  which  serve  critical 
U.S.  security  and  nonproliferation  in- 
terests. In  his  address  to  Congress  on 
February  9,  President  Bush  pledged  to 
"strengthen  the  hand"  of  the  IAEA  as  a 
central  part  of  the  Administration's  ef- 
forts to  halt  the  spread  of  nuclear 
weapons.  A  significant  portion  of  the 
U.S.  voluntary  contribution  to  the 
IAEA  accomplishes  this  purpose  by 
providing  direct  support  to  the  IAEA 
safeguards  system.  It  assures  that  nu- 
clear material,  intended  for  peaceful 
purposes,  is  not  diverted  for  military 
use.  U.S.  funds  designated  for  safe- 
guards and  nonproliferation  support 
research  and  development  activities  at 
U.S.  laboratories  and  the  provision  of 
U.S.  experts'  services  to  the  IAEA 
safeguards  department. 

In  addition  the  U.S.  voluntary  con- 
tribution to  the  IAEA  supports  the 
IAEA  technical  cooperation  program, 
which  enables  many  developing  states 
to  secure — in  a  safe  manner — the  bene- 
fits of  the  peaceful  atom  for  the  promo- 
tion of  agriculture,  human  health, 
industry,  and  energy  production.  As 
with  funds  designated  for  safeguards 
activities,  a  significant  portion  of  U.S. 
funds  supporting  IAEA  technical  as- 
sistance will  be  expended  in  the  United 
States — at  laboratories  and  univer- 
sities and  in  the  commercial  sector. 

UN  Afghanistan  Emergency 
Trust  Fund 

We  have  proposed  $16  million  in  sup- 
port of  the  UN  Afghanistan  Emergency 
Trust  Fund.  With  the  recent  with- 
drawal of  Soviet  troops  from  Afghani- 
stan after  nearly  9  years  of  brutal 
occupation,  a  major  international  relief 
effort  must  be  undertaken  to  assist  the 
5  million  Afghan  refugees  and  2  million 
internally  displaced  Afghans  in  return- 
ing to  their  homes.  This  movement  will 
represent  the  largest  migration  of  peo- 
ple since  World  War  II. 

We  will  continue  our  bilateral 
cross-border  humanitarian  assistance, 
but  the  enormity  of  the  problem  and 
the  demands  for  expertise,  experience, 
and  funds  compel  an  international  re- 
sponse. The  United  Nations  and  its 
technical  and  development  agencies,  if 
fully  and  effectively  managed  and  coor- 


dinated, have  the  capacity  to  lead  this 
effort.  We  are  working  directly  with 
the  UN  agencies  and  the  UN  Coordina- 
tor for  Humanitarian  Aid  to  Afghani- 
stan to  help  the  UN  effort  realize  its 
potential  and  perform  the  massive  task 
required  of  it. 

The  coordinated  UN  program  will 
provide  the  Afghan  refugees  and  dis- 
placed persons  with  emergency  sup- 
plies needed  to  restore  their  fields  and 
villages  and  begin  again  to  feed  them- 
selves. It  will  support  basic  health 
care.  Over  time  it  will  help  the  Afghans 
begin  to  reconstruct  their  local  areas 
and  ultimately  their  country.  The  pro- 
gram will  be  decentralized  and  geared 
to  provide  assistance  directly  to  the 
Afghan  people,  not  through  the  illegiti- 
mate Kabul  regime. 

The  United  States  has  a  major 
stake  in  helping  the  Afghans  win  the 
peace  now  that  they,  with  our  help, 
have  won  the  war.  The  permanent  re- 
turn of  the  Afghan  refugees  and  dis- 
placed persons  will  be  a  force  for 
stability  in  their  country  and  through- 
out the  South  Asian  region.  The  U.S. 
contribution  to  the  emergency  trust 
fund  is  a  significant  component  of  our 
overall  Afghan  strategy.  It  will  allow 
us  to  influence  significantly  the  direc- 
tion of  the  UN  effort  and  encourage 
other  donor  states  to  contribute  sub- 
stantially to  the  trust  fund  as  well. 

Organization  of  American  States 

The  $10  million  level  of  our  contribu- 
tion of  the  development  assistance  pro- 
grams of  the  OAS  represents  our 
commitment  to  the  inter-American  sys- 
tem and  our  belief  that  OAS  technical 
cooperation  activities  fill  an  important 
development  need  not  met  by  other  pro- 
grams. Specific  activities  include  basic 
education  and  education  for  work;  em- 
ployment generation  and  small  busi- 
ness promotion;  biotechnology  as 
applied  to  food,  environment,  and  natu- 
ral resources;  trade  information  and 
telecommunications  development;  and 
development  and  application  of  mate- 
rials technology. 

U.S.  voluntary  contributions  serve 
as  an  important  catalyst  to  generate 
external  resources  for  the  OAS  from 
the  private  sector,  multilateral  institu- 
tions, and  nonmember  countries.  They 
also  play  an  important  role  in  fostering 
inter-American  cooperation  for  devel- 
opment and  enhance  the  U.S.  ability  to 
work  with  OAS  members  on  programs 
of  mutual  interest. 


Other  Contributions  Request 

Our  request  for  $8  million  for  the  UN 
Environment  Program  (UNEP)  repre- 
sents a  $1.2  million  increase  over  our 
FY  1989  request.  It  includes  $7.7  mil- 
lion to  be  contributed  to  UNEP's  En- 
vironment Fund  and  an  estimated 
$300,000  for  multilateral  environmen- 
tally related  activities,  such  as  the 
Vienna  Convention  for  the  Protection  of 
the  Ozone  Layer  and  the  Cartagena 
Convention  for  the  Protection  and  De- 
velopment of  the  Marine  Environment 
of  the  Wider  Caribbean  Region  and  re- 
lated protocols.  UNEP's  activities  com- 
plement the  efforts  of  the  United 
States  to  improve  our  own  environ- 
ment. UNEP's  multilateral  approach 
engages  both  industrialized  and  devel- 
oping countries  and  promotes  coopera- 
tion on  regional  problems,  such  as 
climate  change,  marine  pollution,  and 
desertification. 

The  request  for  $2  million  for  the 
International  Convention  and  Scien- 
tific Organization  (ICSO)  contribu- 
tions enables  the  United  States  to 
support  educational,  scientific,  cul- 
tural, and  communication  activities 
that  directly  benefit  U.S.  interests. 
These  benefits  were  formerly  derived 
through  membership  in  the  UN  Educa- 
tional, Scientific,  and  Cultural  Organi- 
zation (UNESCO).  Programs  such  as 
the  Intergovernmental  Oceanographic 
Commission,  the  "man  and  the  bio- 
sphere" program,  the  international 
hydrological  program,  and  the  interna- 
tional geological  correlation  program 
are  all  actively  supported  by  the  Unit- 
ed States,  and  we  have  a  continuing  in- 
terest in  the  work  they  do. 

The  World  Meteorological  Orga- 
nization's (WMO)  voluntary  coopera- 
tion program  provides  training  and 
equipment  to  help  less  developed  coun- 
tries improve  their  national 
meteorological  and  hydrological  serv- 
ices. U.S.  support  for  this  program  en- 
ables the  United  States  to  receive  more 
timely  and  reliable  data  for  the  U.S. 
National  Meteorological  Center  and  in- 
ternational meteorological  reports 
which  are  used  by  the  U.S.  public  and 
private  sectors.  We  are  requesting  $2 
million  for  FY  1990  to  support  the  work 
of  this  program. 

The  UN  Capital  Development 
Fund  (UNCDF)  provides  grant  capital 
assistance  to  the  least  developed  coun- 
tries for  projects  that  are  too  small  to 
be  considered  by  other  multilateral  fi- 
nancing institutions.  Our  request  of 
$1.5  million  will  enable  the  UNCDF  to 
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continue  to  focus  on  the  poorest  people 
at  the  grassroots  for  laborers,  small 
farmers,  the  unemployed,  and  other 
groups  in  need  of  small  amounts  of  cap- 
ital, whether  for  a  water  pump,  a  foot 
bridge,  or  fertilizer  and  seeds. 

The  UN  Educational  and  Train- 
ing Program  for  Southern  Africa 
(UNETPSA)  is  designed  to  provide  ed- 
ucation and  training  to  students  from 
South  Africa  and  Namibia  who  are  de- 
nied these  opportunities  in  their  own 
countries.  Our  request  of  $800,000  for 
this  program  will  serve  to  demonstrate 
U.S.  support  for  the  aspirations  of 
these  young  people  as  they  develop 
skills  that  are  necessary  to  assume 
leadership  roles  in  their  societies. 

Promotion  of  private  sector  devel- 
opment is  a  major  U.S.  priority  both  in 
international  organization  affairs  and 
in  development  assistance.  Our  request 
of  $500,000  to  fund  the  UN  Industrial 
Development  Organization's  (UNIDO) 
investment  promotion  office  in  Wash- 
ington, D.C.,  will  contribute  to 
accomplishing  this  objective.  The 
Washington  investment  promotion  of- 
fice matches  U.S.  business  organiza- 
tions with  industrial  investment 
opportunities  in  developing  countries, 
resulting  in  joint  ventures  between  the 
i  two  parties.  The  U.S.  parties  to  joint 
ventures  have  unlimited  opportunities 
to  contribute  resources  to  the  projects, 
earn  long-term  returns  on  their  invest- 
ments, and  simultaneously  develop  new 
markets  in  both  developing  and  devel- 
oped countries.  The  sole  funding 
I  source  for  FY  1990  is  our  voluntary 
contribution  from  this  account. 

The  UN  Trust  Fund  for  South  Af- 
rica (UNTFSA)  provides  humanitarian 
assistance  to  victims  of  apartheid  and 
racial  discrimination  in  South  Africa 
and  Namibia.  Our  request  of  $250,000 
|  to  provide  assistance  to  black  South  Af- 
;  ricans  persecuted  under  existing  re- 
pressive legislation  demonstrates  U.S. 
commitment  to  the  cause  of  freedom, 
i  justice,  and  equality  in  South  Africa 
',  and  Namibia. 

Our  contribution  of  $220,000  to  the 
i  UN  Development  Fund  for  Women 
j  (UNIFEM)  will  encourage  the  integra- 
j  tion  of  women  as  vital  participants  in 
I  the  process  of  economic  and  social  de- 
i  velopment.  Women  in  developing  coun- 
-  tries  too  often  have  been  considered 
!  mainly  marginal  to  the  essential  proc- 
i  esses  of  development. 

The  Convention  on  International 
I  Trade  in  Endangered  Species 
(CITES)  of  wild  flora  and  fauna  pro- 
vides a  mechanism  for  protection  of  en- 
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PRESIDENT  BUSH, 
FEB.  27,  19891 

I  wish  to  express  my  support  for  the 
UN  Human  Rights  Commission's  re- 
port on  human  rights  in  Cuba.  We  find 
the  report  full,  balanced,  and  objec- 
tive. Consideration  of  Cuba  marks  a 
watershed  in  the  UN  treatment  of  hu- 
man rights  abuses.  For  too  long,  the 
United  Nations  has  focused  on  small 
countries  which  lack  extensive  support 
within  the  organization.  Many  of  those 
countries  today  are  either  functioning 
democracies  or  have  taken  significant 
steps  on  the  road  toward  full  democ- 
racy. Meanwhile  longstanding  violators 
of  human  rights  have  enjoyed  immunity 
from  scrutiny  and  have  even  fostered 
human  rights  investigations  into  other 
countries. 

For  more  than  30  years,  the  people 
of  Cuba  have  languished  under  a  regi- 
me which  has  distinguished  itself  as 
one  of  the  most  repressive  in  the  world. 
Last  year  the  international  community 
won  an  important  victory  when  the  UN 
Human  Rights  Commission  decided  to 
conduct  a  full  investigation  into  the  sit- 
uation in  Cuba.  The  report  which  was 


released  in  Geneva  is  based  on  first- 
hand testimony  about  persistent  viola- 
tions of  human  rights  in  that  country  and 
is  the  culmination  of  that  investigation. 
The  United  States  firmly  believes 
that  this  report  should  begin  a  long- 
term  effort  to  bring  about  true  and 
lasting  changes  in  the  Cuban  Govern- 
ment's performance  on  human  rights. 
In  the  year  since  the  UN  Human 
Rights  Commission  decided  to  investi- 
gate Cuba,  there  have  been  slight  and 
superficial  improvements.  But  much 
more  needs  to  be  done  before  the  Cu- 
ban people  can  truly  be  said  to  enjoy 
the  rights  guaranteed  them  by  the  Uni- 
versal Declaration  of  Human  Rights.  I 
call  upon  other  members  of  the  commis- 
sion and  all  countries  that  value  free- 
dom to  maintain  pressure  on  the  Cuban 
Government  by  continuing  UN  mon- 
itoring of  the  human  rights  situation 
in  Cuba.  The  people  of  Cuba  and  op- 
pressed people  everywhere  look  to  the 
United  Nations  as  their  last  best  hope. 
We  must  not  disappoint  them. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  Mar.  6,  1989.  ■ 


dangered  species  of  wildlife  and  plants 
against  overexploitation  through  inter- 
national trade.  Our  request  of  $200,000 
for  the  CITES  trust  fund  will  support 
meetings  of  parties  to  the  conven- 
tion and  certain  operations  of  the 
secretariat. 

The  UN  Fellowship  Program 
(UNFP)  is  designed  to  compensate 
U.S.  Federal  agencies  for  the  adminis- 
trative costs  incurred  in  arranging  and 
monitoring  training  funded  by  UN  sys- 
tem agencies  in  the  amount  of  $6  mil- 
lion. Our  request  includes  $200,000  for 
this  program  for  FY  1990. 

The  Convention  Concerning  the 
Protection  of  the  World  Cultural  and 
Natural  Heritage  officially  designates, 
as  outstanding  and  irreplaceable,  prop- 
erties of  international  significance. 
Through  the  World  Heritage  Fund,  the 
convention  provides  financial  assist- 
ance to  nations  to  protect  these  univer- 
sally acclaimed  natural  and  cultural 
sites  from  deterioration  and  destruc- 
tion. The  request  for  $200,000  will  en- 
able the  United  States  to  continue  to 


influence  the  allocation  of  the  fund  to 
projects  of  importance  to  U.S.  policies 
and  programs. 

Our  contribution  of  $100,000  to  the 
UN  Voluntary  Fund  for  Victims  of 
Torture  (UNVFVT)  furthers  our  mul- 
tilateral human  rights  objectives  in  the 
UN  Human  Rights  Commission  and 
supplements  U.S.  bilateral  human 
rights  efforts.  The  fund's  major  goal 
is  to  provide  medical  and  psycholog- 
ical assistance  to  victims  and  their 
families. 

The  International  Fund  for  Agri- 
cultural Development  (IFAD)  is  rec- 
ognized as  an  effective  development 
assistance  program.  We  have  not  re- 
quested any  funding  for  IFAD  in 
FY  1990  because  negotiations  for 
IFAD's  third  replenishment  are  still  un- 
derway. When  the  current  negotiations 
are  concluded  and  a  satisfactory  agree- 
ment is  reached,  we  intend  to  request 
funding  within  existing  resource  levels. 

The  final  item  is  our  $100,000  re- 
quest for  the  Intergovernmental  Panel 
on  Climate  Change  (IPCC).  The  IPCC 
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was  established  in  1988  to  provide  an 
international  forum  to  analyze  and  re- 
spond to  the  growing  changes  in  the 
Earth's  atmosphere  as  a  result  of  natu- 
ral and  man-made  chemicals.  As  one  of 
the  countries  likely  to  be  most  affected 
by  climate  change  and  by  decisions  as 
to  the  manner  in  which  to  respond  to 
this  global  problem,  the  United  States 
must  play  a  leading  role  in  the  deter- 
mination of  those  decisions. 

Our  total  request  is  a  little  over 
$17  million  less  than  that  appropriated 
for  FY  1989.  Overall  monetary  con- 
straints on  the  Federal  budget  have 
forced  us  to  confine  the  request  within 
these  limits.  We  have  reviewed  the  pro- 
grams and  resource  situation  of  these 
agencies  and  believe  that  these  re- 
quests are  appropriate  to  their  present 
situation. 

Conclusion 

In  conclusion  I  would  like  to  mention 
that  as  we  participate  in  the  UN  sys- 
tem over  the  next  decade — for  example, 
with  UNICEF  and  the  UNDP  in  shap- 
ing the  direction  their  programs  will 
take — we  will  do  so  on  a  solid  basis  of 
managerial  improvements. 

We  will  also  shape  the  direction  of 
the  UN  system  agencies  that  strive  to 
eliminate  world  poverty,  hunger,  and 
inadequate  health  care  in  the  develop- 
ing world  within  a  framework  of  broad 
donor  consensus.  In  this  effort,  we  will 
focus  on  the  need  to  take  a  new  look  at 
the  relationships  among  the  partners  in 
the  system  to  assure  that  they  rein- 
force each  other  and  build  on  inherent 
strengths.  As  a  basic  policy,  we  contin- 
ue to  support  UNDP's  central  funding 
and  coordinating  role.  With  other  ma- 
jor donors,  we  will  seek  an  improved 
division  of  labor  between  UNDP  and 
the  technical  and  specialized  agencies 
of  the  UN  system  which  reflects  in- 
creased emphasis  on  building  institu- 
tional capacity  of  developing  countries 
and  transferring  specific  technical 
knowledge. 

Our  goals  may  sound  lofty.  How- 
ever, we  believe  that,  through  hard 
work  and  a  sincere  commitment  to  mul- 
tilateralism, we  can  succeed. 


Presidential  Election  Held  in  El  Salvador 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hear- 
ings will  be  published  by  the  committee  and 
will  be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Of- 
fice, Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
MAR.  22,  19891 

President  Bush  spoke  earlier  today 
with  Alfredo  Cristiani,  the  winner  of 
the  Salvadoran  presidential  election,  to 
congratulate  him  on  his  victory.  The 
President  assured  Mr.  Cristiani  that 
the  United  States  would  continue  to 
work  closely  with  El  Salvador  to  help 
the  Salvadorans  create  and  protect  a 
durable  democracy  there.  Mr.  Cristiani 
affirmed  his  recent  public  statements 
that  he  and  his  Administration  will  be 
committed  to  respect  human  rights. 
President  Bush  invited  Mr.  Cristiani  to 
visit  Washington  at  an  early  date. 

On  Sunday,  March  19,  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  Salvadoran  peasants, 
working  people,  businessmen  and  wo- 
men, and  citizens  from  every  walk  of 
life  defied  threats  of  death  and  terror 
from  Marxist  guerrillas  to  vote  in  that 
country's  presidential  election.  This 
was  the  sixth  national  election  El  Sal- 
vador has  held  under  international  su- 
pervision in  the  last  7  years. 

What  we  witnessed  last  Sunday 
should  leave  no  doubt;  the  people  of  El 
Salvador  are  passionately  committed  to 
the  democratic  rights  and  liberties  they 
have  fought  for  and  won  with  U.S.  sup- 
port in  recent  years. 

Our  policy  in  El  Salvador,  forged 
through  bipartisan  consensus  and  with 
bipartisan  support  is  clear;  we  are  com- 
mitted to  continued  democratic  prog- 
ress and  the  defense  of  human  rights. 
There  must  be  no  turning  back  to  the 
dark  and  terrible  past.  We  expect  and 
the  Salvadoran  people  clearly  desire 
continued  steady  progress  toward  es- 
tablishing the  rule  of  law,  an  effective 
judicial  system,  and  security  against 


political  violence  from  either  the  right 
or  the  left.  There  is  also  a  message  for 
the  FMLN  [Farabundo  Marti  National 
Liberation  Front]  guerrillas  in  Sun- 
day's election;  the  Salvadoran  people 
clearly  yearn  for  an  end  to  the  terrible 
violence  to  which  they  have  been 
subjected. 

The  time  has  come  to  end  the  vio- 
lence and  secure  an  honorable  peace 
that  will  protect  the  rights  and  secu- 
rity of  all  Salvadorans,  regardless  of 
their  political  views,  to  participate  in  a 
safe  and  fair  political  process.  If  the 
FMLN  would  embrace  that  goal,  we 
are  confident  that  this  tragic  war  can 
come  to  an  end.  The  President  wel- 
comes Mr.  Cristiani's  stated  commit- 
ment to  continue  the  dialogue  with  the 
FMLN  guerrillas  and  hope  the  guer- 
rillas accept  his  offer. 

Moreover,  the  guerrillas  will  not 
succeed  in  obtaining  the  political  vic- 
tory in  the  United  States  that  they 
cannot  win  among  the  people  of  El  Sal- 
vador. The  United  States  is  committed 
to  the  defense  of  democracy  and  human 
rights  in  El  Salvador.  So  long  as  El  Sal- 
vador continues  on  that  path,  the  Unit- 
ed States  will  remain  a  firm  and  steady 
ally. 

A  final  note — last  Sunday's  election 
heralds  the  final  months  of  the  presi- 
dency of  Jose  Napoleon  Duarte,  a  great 
patriot  and  champion  of  democracy.  The 
President  salutes  President  Duarte  for 
his  courage,  his  patriotism,  his  stead- 
fast commitment  to  democracy,  and  for 
his  enormous  and  lasting  contribution 
to  building  an  authentic  democratic 
process  in  his  country. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  Mar.  27,  1989.  ■ 
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Chilean  Fruit  Exports  to  the  U.S. 


JOINT  STATEMENT, 
MAR.  16,  1989 

Secretary  Baker  met  this  morning 
with  Chilean  Foreign  Minister  Hernan 
Felipe  Errazuriz  and  with  Agriculture 
Minister  Jaime  de  la  Sotta  to  discuss 
the  difficult  situation  currently  affect- 
ing Chilean  fruit  exports  to  the  United 
States  and  elsewhere.  Recognizing  the 
danger  to  the  Chilean  economy  and  the 
need  to  protect  the  safety  of  consum- 
ers, Secretary  Baker  and  his  Chilean 
guests  agreed  that  the  two  countries 
would  continue  to  work  together  closely 
on  an  urgent  basis  to  resolve  this 
problem. 

In  particular  Secretary  Baker 
thanked  the  Foreign  Minister  for  the 
impressive  cooperation  and  under- 
standing the  United  States  has  re- 
ceived from  the  Government  of  Chile 
and  from  all  those  involved  in  the  Chil- 
ean fruit  industry.  The  Chilean  minis- 
ters, in  turn,  expressed  deep  concern 
for  the  damage  already  suffered  by 
Chile  and  emphasized  the  need  for 
swift  action  to  avoid  further  economic 
and  social  costs.  In  this  regard,  they  al- 
luded to  the  heavy  financial  losses  al- 
ready incurred  and  especially  to  the 
fact  that  about  200,000  Chilean  workers 
and  their  families  face  unemployment 
and  even  destitution.  Secretary  Baker 
responded  that  the  United  States 


shared  concern  over  the  damage  being 
suffered  in  Chile.  He  also  noted  that 
U.S.  industry  and  consumers  were  be- 
ing harmed  as  a  consequence  of  the  des- 
picable act  of  those  responsible  for  the 
poisoning  of  the  fruit. 

The  two  sides  reviewed  the  cooper- 
ative efforts  being  taken  by  the  Food 
and  Drug  Administration  (FDA),  the 
Chilean  authorities,  and  others  with  an 
active  role  in  fruit  exports  and  im- 
ports. The  goal  of  these  interdependent 
efforts  is  to  swiftly  return  the  situation 
to  normal  in  a  manner  which  serves  the 
important  interests  of  both  the  pro- 
ducers and  consumers  in  reestablishing 
the  safety  and  reliability  of  food  trade. 
Secretary  Baker  and  the  two  Chilean 
ministers  expressed  satisfaction  that  a 
team  of  experts  from  the  FDA  would 
travel  to  Santiago  immediately  to 
offer  their  services  to  their  Chilean 
counterparts. 


SECRETARY'S  STATEMENT, 
MAR.  29,  19891 

The  FDA  has  recently  decided  to  allow 
all  Chilean  fruit  except  melons  to  once 
again  be  released  for  sale  in  the  United 
States.  This  decision  will  certainly  be 
welcomed  by  U.S.  consumers.  FDA 
vigilance  and  quick  action  in  this  case 
reflect  a  careful  balancing  of  the  need 


to  protect  the  safety  of  our  consumers 
and  to  promote  foreign  trade.  Once 
again  our  ports  and  markets  are  open 
to  Chilean  fruit.  I  am  pleased  to  en- 
dorse FDA  Commissioner  Young's  elo- 
quent comment  that  our  own  families 
look  forward  to  eating  fresh  fruit  from 
Chile. 

This  unfortunate  episode  under- 
scores the  need  for  vigilant  interna- 
tional cooperation.  In  this  regard,  I  am 
pleased  that  we  were  able  to  work  in  a 
positive  spirit  of  teamwork  with  the 
Chileans  in  order  to  return  their  fruit 
safely  to  our  markets.  I  can  only  hope 
that  the  resumption  of  fruit  sales  will 
hold  losses  to  Chile's  economy  to  a 
minimum. 

As  a  next  and  essential  step,  those 
individuals  who  made  the  threatening 
calls  to  our  Embassy  in  Chile  and  who 
tampered  with  the  grapes  that  were 
discovered  in  Philadelphia  must  be 
found  and  brought  to  justice.  By  their 
acts,  they  jeopardized  not  only  the 
safety  of  U.S.  consumers  but  also 
caused  much  suffering  for  the  people 
of  Chile.  The  United  States  will  do  all 
that  it  can  to  assist  in  identifying  and 
prosecuting  these  criminals. 


'Press  release  54. 
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Current  Actions 


MULTILATERAL 

Arbitration 

Convention  on  the  recognition  and  enforce- 
ment of  foreign  arbitral  awards.  Done  at 
New  York  June  10,  1958.  Entered  into  force 
June  7,  1959;  for  the  U.S.  Dec.  29,  1970. 
TIAS  6997. 

Accessions  deposited:  Algeria,  Feb.  7,  1989; 
Antigua  and  Barbuda,  Feb.  2,  1989;  Kenya, 
Feb.  10,  1989. 

Aviation 

Convention  for  the  suppression  of  unlawful 
seizure  of  aircraft.  Done  at  The  Hague  Dec. 
16,  1970.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  14,  1971. 
TIAS  7192. 

Accessions  deposited:  Vanuatu,  Feb.  22, 
1989;  Zimbabwe,  Feb.  8,  1989. 

Convention  for  the  suppression  of  unlawful 
acts  against  the  safety  of  civil  aviation. 
Done  at  Montreal  Sept.  23,  1971.  Entered 
into  force  Jan.  26,  1973.  TIAS  7570. 
Accession  deposited:  Zimbabwe,  Feb.  8, 
1989. 

Protocol  for  the  suppression  of  unlawful  acts 
of  violence  at  airports  serving  international 
civil  aviation,  supplementary  to  the  conven- 
tion of  Sept.  23,  1971  (TIAS  7570).  Done  at 
Montreal  Feb.  24,  1988.  > 
Ratification  deposited:  United  Arab  Emi- 
rates, Mar.  9,  1989. 

Conservation 

Convention  on  wetlands  of  international  im- 
portance especially  as  waterfowl  habitat,  as 
amended.  Done  at  Ramsar  Feb.  2,  1971.  En- 
tered into  force  Dec.  21,  1975;  for  the  U.S. 
Dec.  18,  1986. 

Accessions  deposited:  Malta,  Sept.  30,  1988; 
Vietnam,  Sept.  20,  1988. 

Protocol  to  the  convention  on  wetlands  of  in- 
ternational importance  especially  as  water- 
fowl habitat  of  Feb.  2,  1971.  Adopted  at 
Paris  Dec.  3,  1982.  Entered  into  force  Oct. 
1,  1986;  for  the  U.S.  Dec.  18,  1986. 
Accession  deposited:  Venezuela,  Nov.  23, 
1988. 

Convention  on  international  trade  in  endan- 
gered species  of  wild  fauna  and  flora,  with 
appendices.  Done  at  Washington  Mar.  3, 
1973.  Entered  into  force  July  1,  1975.  TIAS 
8249. 

Accessions  deposited:  Chad,  Feb.  2,  1989; 
St.  Vincent  and  the  Grenadines,  Nov.  30, 
1988. 

Amendment  to  the  convention  of  Mar.  3, 
1973,  on  international  trade  in  endangered 
species  of  wild  fauna  and  flora  (TIAS  8249). 
Adopted  at  Gaborone  Apr.  30,  1983.  >  [Sen- 
ate] Treaty  Doc.  98-10. 
Acceptances  deposited:  Denmark,  Jan.  10, 
1989;  India,  Jan.  11,  1989;  Sri  Lanka,  Nov.  7, 
L988. 


Containers 

International  convention  for  safe  containers, 

with  annexes,  as  amended.  Done  at  Geneva 

Dec.  2,  1972.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  6, 

1977;  for  the  U.S.  Jan.  3,  1979.  TIAS  9037, 

10220. 

Accession  deposited:  Vanuatu,  Jan.  13,  1989. 

Copyright 

Berne  convention  for  the  protection  of  liter- 
ary and  artistic  works  of  Sept.  9,  1886,  as 
revised  at  Paris  July  24,  1971,  and  amended 
in  1979.  Entered  into  force  for  the  U.S. 
Mar.  1,  1989.  [Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  99-27. 
Accessions  deposited:  Liberia,  Dec.  8,  1988;2 
Mauritius,  Feb.  9,  1989;2  Peru,  May  20,  1988; 
Trinidad  and  Tobago,  May  16,  1988. 

Customs 

Customs  convention  on  the  international 
transport  of  goods  under  cover  of  TIR  car- 
nets,  with  annexes.  Done  at  Geneva  Nov.  14, 
1975.  Entered  into  force  Mar.  20,  1978;  for 
the  U.S.  Mar.  18,  1982. 
Accession  deposited:  Algeria,  Feb.  28,  1989. 

Fisheries 

Protocol  to  amend  the  international  conven- 
tion of  May  14,  1966,  for  the  conservation  of 
Atlantic  tunas  (TIAS  6767).  Done  at  Paris 
July  10,  1984. '  [Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  99^. 
Acceptances  deposited:  Cuba,  Jan.  11,  1989; 
Ghana,  Dec.  12,  1988. 

Genocide 

Convention  on  the  prevention  and  punish- 
ment of  the  crime  of  genocide.  Done  at  Paris 
Dec.  9,  1948.  Entered  into  force  Jan.  12, 
1951;  for  the  U.S.  Feb.  23,  1989. 
Accession  deposited:  Korea,  Dem.  People's 
Rep.  of,  Jan.  31,  1989. 

Maritime  Matters 

Convention  on  the  International  Maritime 

Organization.  Done  at  Geneva  Mar.  6,  1948. 

Entered  into  force  Mar.  17,  1958.  TIAS 

4044. 

Acceptance  deposited:  Malawi,  Jan.  19, 

1989. 

Convention  for  the  suppression  of  unlawful 
acts  against  the  safety  of  maritime  naviga- 
tion, with  protocol  for  the  suppression  of 
unlawful  acts  against  the  safety  of  fixed 
platforms  located  on  the  Continental  Shelf. 
Done  at  Rome  Mar.  10,  1988. '  [Senate] 
Treaty  Doc.  101-1. 

Signatures:  Brunei,  Feb.  3,  1989;  Nether- 
lands, Jan.  23,  1989;  Seychelles,  Jan.  24, 
1989. 

Ratification  deposited:  Seychelles,  Jan.  24, 
1989. 

Nuclear  Accidents 

Convention  on  early  notification  of  a  nuclear 
accident.  Done  at  Vienna  Sept.  26,  1986.  En- 
tered into  force  Oct.  27,  1986;  definitively 
for  the  U.S.  Oct.  20^  1988.  [Senate]  Treaty 
Doc.  100-4. 

Ratification  deposited:  Yugoslavia,  Feb.  8, 
1989. 


Nuclear  Material — Physical  Protection 

Convention  on  the  physical  protection  of 

nuclear  material,  with  annexes.  Done  at 

Vienna  Oct.  26,  1979.  Entered  into  force 

Feb.  8,  1987. 

Ratification  deposited:  Austria,  Dec.  22, 

1988. 

Patents — Plant  Varieties 

International  convention  for  the  protection 
of  new  varieties  of  plants  of  Dec.  2,  1961,  as 
revised.  Done  at  Geneva  Oct.  23,  1978.  En- 
tered into  force  Nov.  8,  1981.  TIAS  10199. 
Accession  deposited:  Australia,  Feb.  1, 
1989. 

Pollution 

Convention  for  the  protection  of  the  ozone 
layer,  with  annexes.  Done  at  Vienna  Mar.  22, 
1985.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  22,  1988. 
[Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  99-9. 
Accessions  deposited:  German  Dem.  Rep., 
Jan.  25,  1989;  Liechtenstein,  Feb.  8,  1989; 
Panama,  Feb.  13,  1989;  Uruguay,  Feb.  27, 
1989. 

Montreal  protocol  on  substances  that  de- 
plete the  ozone  layer,  with  annex.  Done  at 
Montreal  Sept.  16,  1987.  Entered  into  force 
Jan.  1,  1989.  [Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  100-10. 
Proclaimed  by  the  President:  Mar.  9,  1989. 
Accessions  deposited:  German  Dem.  Rep., 
Jan.  25,  1989;  Liechtenstein,  Feb.  8,  1989. 
Ratifications  deposited:  Ghana,  Mar.  8, 
1989;  Panama,  Mar.  3,  1989;  Venezuela,  Feb. 
6,  1989. 

Red  Cross 

Protocol  additional  to  the  Geneva  conven- 
tions of  Aug.  12,  1949  (TIAS  3362,  3363, 
3364,  3365),  and  relating  to  the  protection  of 
victims  of  international  armed  conflicts 
(Protocol  I),  with  annexes.  Adopted  at  Ge- 
neva June  8,  1977.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  7, 
1978.3 

Protocol  additional  to  the  Geneva  conven- 
tions of  Aug.  12,  1949  (TIAS  3362,  3363, 
3364,  3365),  and  relating  to  the  protection  of 
victims  of  noninternational  armed  conflicts 
(Protocol  II).  Adopted  at  Geneva  June  8, 
1977.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  7,  1978.3  [Sen- 
ate] Treaty  Doc.  100-2. 
Accessions  deposited:  Nigeria,  Oct.  10,  1988; 
Solomon  Islands,  Sept.  19,  1988. 

Satellite  Communications  Systems 

Agreement  relating  to  the  International 
Telecommunications  Satellite  Organization 
(INTELSAT),  with  annexes.  Done  at  Wash- 
ington Aug.  20,  1971.  Entered  into  force 
Feb.  12,  1973.  TIAS  7532. 
Accessions  deposited:  Nepal,  Mar.  1,  1989; 
Zimbabwe,  Mar.  15,  1989. 

Operating  agreement  relating  to  the  Inter- 
national Telecommunications  Satellite  Orga- 
nization (INTELSAT),  with  annex.  Done  at 
Washington  Aug.  20,  1971.  Entered  into 
force  Feb.  12,  1973.  TIAS  7532. 
Signatures:  Nepal  Telecommunications 
Corp.,  Mar.  1,  1989;  Government  of  Zim- 
babwe, Mar.  15,  1989. 
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Convention  on  the  International  Maritime 
Satellite  Organization  (INMARSAT),  with 
annex.  Done  at  London  Sept.  3,  1976.  En- 
tered into  force  July  16,  1979.  TIAS  9605. 
Accession  deposited:  Czechoslovakia,  Dec.  8, 
1988. 

Operating  agreement  on  the  Interna- 
tional Maritime  Satellite  Organization 
(INMARSAT),  with  annex.  Done  at  London 
Sept.  3,  1976.  Entered  into  force  July  16, 
1979.  TIAS  9605. 
Signature:  Czechoslovakia,  Dec.  8,  1988. 

Amendments  to  the  convention  and  operat- 
ing agreement  on  the  International  Mar- 
itime Satellite  Organization  (INMARSAT) 
of  Sept.  3,  1976  (TIAS  9605).  Adopted  at 
London  Oct.  16,  1985.1 
Acceptance  deposited:  Oman,  Nov.  28,  1988. 

Slavery 

Convention  to  suppress  the  slave  trade  and 
slavery.  Done  at  Geneva  Sept.  25,  1926.  En- 
tered into  force  Mar.  9,  1927;  for  the  U.S. 
Mar.  21,  1929.  TS  778. 

Protocol  amending  the  slavery  convention 
signed  at  Geneva  on  Sept.  25,  1926,  and  an- 
nex (TS  778).  Done  at  New  York  Dec.  7, 
1953.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  7,  1953,  for 
the  protocol;  July  7,  1955,  for  the  annex  to 
the  protocol;  for  the  U.S.  Mar.  7,  1956.  TIAS 
3532. 

Supplementary  convention  on  the  abolition 
of  slavery,  the  slave  trade,  and  institutions 
and  practices  similar  to  slavery.  Done  at  Ge- 
neva Sept.  7,  1956.  Entered  into  force  Apr. 
30,  1957;  for  the  U.S.  Dec.  6,  1967.  TIAS 
6418. 

Notification  of  succession  deposited:  An- 
tigua and  Barbuda,  Oct.  25,  1988;  effective 
Nov.  1,  1981. 

Sugar 

International  sugar  agreement,  1987,  with 
annexes.  Done  at  London  Sept.  11,  1987.  En- 
tered into  force  provisionally  Mar.  24,  1988. 
Notification  of  provisional  application:  Boliv- 
ia, Feb.  2,  1989. 
Accession  deposited:  Mexico,  Feb.  22,  1989. 

Terrorism 

International  convention  against  the  taking 
of  hostages.  Done  at  New  York  Dec.  17, 
1979.  Entered  into  force  June  3,  1983;  for 
the  U.S.Jan.  6,  1985. 
Accession  deposited:  Kuwait,  Feb.  6,  1989. 

Timber 

International  tropical  timber  agreement, 
1983,  with  annexes.  Done  at  Geneva  Nov.  18, 
1983.  Entered  into  force  provisionally 
Apr.  1,  1985;  for  the  U.S.  Apr.  26,  1985. 
Accession  deposited:  Panama,  Mar.  3,  1989. 

Torture 

Convention  against  torture  and  other  cruel, 
inhuman,  or  degrading  treatment  or  punish- 
ment. Done  at  New  York  Dec.  10,  1984.  En- 
tered into  force  June  26,  1987. :i  [Senate] 
Treaty  Doc.  100-20. 
Ratifications  deposited:  Netherlands, 
Dec.  21,  1988;*  Portugal,  Feb.  9,  1989.2 


Trade 

United  Nations  convention  on  contracts  for 
the  international  sale  of  goods.  Done  at 
Vienna  Apr.  11,  1980.  Entered  into  force 
Jan.  1,  1988.  [52  Fed.  Reg.  6262.] 
Ratifications  deposited:  Denmark,  Feb.  14, 
1989;  German  Dem.  Rep.,  Feb.  23,  1989. 

Women 

Convention  on  the  elimination  of  all  forms  of 

discrimination  against  women.  Done  at  New 

York  Dec.  18,  1979.  Entered  into  force 

Sept.  3,  1981. 3 

Ratification  deposited:  Luxembourg,  Feb.  2, 

1989. 

World  Heritage 

Convention  concerning  the  protection  of  the 
world  cultural  and  natural  heritage.  Done 
at  Paris  Nov.  23,  1972.  Entered  into  force 
Dec.  17,  1975.  TIAS  8226. 
Ratifications  deposited:  Byelorussian 
S.S.R.,  Ukrainian  S.S.R.,  U.S.S.R., 
Oct.  12,  1988;  Malaysia,  Dec.  7,  1988. 
Acceptances  deposited:  German  Dem.  Rep., 
Dec.  12,  1988;  Korea,  Rep.  of.,  Sept.  14, 
1988. 


BILATERAL 

Australia 

Arrangement  concerning  the  construction  of 
a  high  frequency  radio  communications  facil- 
ity. Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at  Can- 
berra Dec.  16,  1988,  and  Jan.  20,  1989. 
Entered  into  force  Jan.  20,  1989. 

Bahamas 

Agreement  on  the  control  of  narcotic  drugs 
and  psychotropic  substances,  with  appendix. 
Signed  at  Nassau  Feb.  17,  1989.  Entered 
into  force  Feb.  17,  1989. 

Belgium 

Agreement  extending  the  agreement  of  Jan. 
7  and  19,  1981  (TIAS  9970),  in  the  field  of  ra- 
dioactive waste  management.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  letters  at  Washington  and  Mol 
Jan.  5  and  24,  1989.  Entered  into  force 
Jan.  24,  1989. 

Bolivia 

Agreement  amending  the  air  transport 
agreement  of  Sept.  29,  1948,  as  amended 
(TIAS  5507,  6340).  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  La  Paz  June  28  and  Aug.  23,  1988. 
Entered  into  force  Aug.  23,  1988. 

Canada 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Feb.  26,  1973,  as  amended  (TIAS  7837, 
9352),  for  promotion  of  safety  on  the  Great 
Lakes  by  means  of  radio.  Effected  by  ex- 
change of  notes  at  Ottawa  Dec.  2,  1987, 
Aug.  10  and  Oct.  24,  1988. 
Entered  into  force:  Feb.  1,  1989. 

Arrangement  in  the  area  of  coal/heavy  oil 
coprocessing.  Signed  at  Washington  and  Ot- 
tawa Jan.  19  and  Feb.  14,  1989.  Entered  into 
force  Feb.  14,  1989. 


China 

Memorandum  of  agreement  regarding  inter- 
national trade  in  commercial  launch  serv- 
ices, with  annex.  Signed  at  Washington  Jan. 
26,  1989.  Enters  into  force  upon  U.S.  noti- 
fication of  approval  of  a  license  for  the 
export  of  the  ASI ASAT  or  AUSSAT  satel- 
lite^), or  any  other  satellite,  to  China  for 
launch  therein. 

Costa  Rica 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of  Nov. 
25  and  Dec.  14,  1987,  relating  to  trade  in 
cotton  and  manmade  fiber  textiles  and  tex- 
tile products.  Effected  by  exchange  of  notes 
at  San  Jose  Dec.  2,  1988,  and  Jan.  4,  1989. 
Entered  into  force  Jan.  4,  1989. 

France 

Agreement  for  cooperation  in  high  energy 
laser-matter  interaction  physics  research 
and  development.  Signed  at  Washington  and 
Paris  Dec.  12  and  19,  1988.  Entered  into  for- 
ce Dec.  19,  1988. 

Agreement  extending  the  agreement  of  Jan. 
18,  1977  (TIAS  8839),  in  the  field  of 
liquid  metal-cooled  fast  breeder  reactors. 
Effected  by  exchange  of  letters  at  Washing- 
ton and  Paris  Nov.  1,  1988,  and  Jan.  11, 
1989.  Entered  into  force  Jan.  11,  1989. 

Gabon 

International  express  mail  agreement,  with 
detailed  regulations.  Signed  at  Libreville 
and  Washington  Jan.  23  and  Mar.  8,  1989. 
Entered  into  force  Apr.  17,  1989. 

Germany,  Federal  Republic  of 

Agreement  extending  the  agreement  of 
June  8,  1976,  as  extended  (TIAS  8657),  in 
the  field  of  liquid  metal-cooled  fast  breeder 
reactors.  Effected  by  exchange  of  letters  at 
Washington  and  Bonn  Nov.  1  and  Dec.  30, 
1988,  and  Feb.  8,  1989.  Entered  into  force 
Feb.  8,  1989;  effective  Jan.  1,  1989. 

Honduras 

Agreement  relating  to  the  agreement  of 
Mar.  11,  1987,  as  amended,  for  sales  of  agri- 
cultural commodities.  Signed  at  Tegucigalpa 
Feb.  9,  1989.  Entered  into  force  Feb.  9, 
1989. 

Hungary 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Feb.  15  and  25,  1983,  as  amended  and  ex- 
tended (TIAS  10666),  relating  to  trade  in 
cotton,  wool,  and  manmade  fiber  textiles 
and  textile  products.  Effected  by  exchange 
of  notes  at  Budapest  Nov.  29  and  Dec.  13, 
1988.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  13,  1988. 

International  Atomic  Energy  Agency 
(IAEA) 

Agreement  for  the  application  of  safeguards 
in  connection  with  the  treaty  for  the  prohibi- 
tion of  nuclear  weapons  in  Latin  America 
(TIAS  7137).  Signed  at  Vienna  Feb.  17,  1989. 
Enters  into  force  on  the  date  of  U.S.  noti- 
fication to  IAEA  that  U.S.  statutory  and 
constitutional  requirements  for  entry  into 
force  have  been  met. 
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Israel 

Land  lease  and  purchase  agreement  [for 
construction  of  diplomatic  facilities],  with 
annexes.  Signed  at  Jerusalem  Jan.  18,  1989. 
Entered  into  force  Jan.  18,  1989. 

Jamaica 

Agreement  amending  and  extending  the 
agreement  of  Aug.  27,  1986,  as  amended,  re- 
lating to  trade  in  textiles  and  textile  prod- 
ucts. Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at 
Kingston  Oct.  26  and  Nov.  1,  1988.  Entered 
into  force  Nov.  1,  1988. 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Aug.  27,  1986,  as  amended  and  extended,  re- 
lating to  trade  in  textiles  and  textile  prod- 
ucts. Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at 
Kingston  Nov.  9  and  30,  1988.  Entered  into 
force  Nov.  30,  1988;  effective  Jan.  1,  1989. 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Aug.  27,  1986,  as  amended  and  extended,  re- 
lating to  trade  in  textiles  and  textile  prod- 
ucts and  the  administrative  arrangement  of 
Aug.  27,  1986,  as  amended,  relating  to  visa 
and  certification  procedures  for  exports  of 
textile  products  from  Jamaica.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  notes  at  Kingston  Sept.  14  and 
Dec.  19,  1988;  effective  Jan.  1,  1989. 

Japan 

Agreement  extending  the  agreement  of 
Jan.  31,  1979  (TIAS  9814),  in  the  field  of 
liquid  metal-cooled  fast  breeder  reactors. 
Signed  at  Tokyo  Jan.  27,  1989.  Entered  into 
force  Jan.  27,  1989. 

Korea 

Agreement  concerning  the  importation  and 
distribution  of  foreign  motion  pictures  in 
the  Republic  of  Korea.  Effected  by  exchange 
of  letters  at  Washington  Dec.  30,  1988.  En- 
tered into  force  Dec.  30,  1988. 

Agreement  concerning  market  access  for 
wine  and  wine  products  in  Korea,  with  an- 
nexes. Effected  by  exchange  of  letters  at 
Washington  Jan.  18,  1989.  Entered  into  for- 
ce Jan.  18,  1989. 

Macao 

Agreement  amending  the  administrative  ar- 
rangement of  Aug.  21,  1981,  for  a  visa  sys- 
tem relating  to  trade  in  certain  textile 
products.  Effected  by  exchange  of  letters  at 
Hong  Kong  and  Macao  Nov.  2  and  Dec.  12, 
1988.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  12,  1988;  ef- 
fective Jan.  1,  1989. 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Dec.  28,  1983,  and  Jan.  9,  1984,  as  amended 
and  extended,  relating  to  trade  in  cotton, 
wool,  and  manmade  fiber  textiles  and  textile 
products  and  the  administrative  arrange- 
ment of  Aug.  21,  1981,  as  amended,  for  a 
visa  system  relating  to  trade  in  certain  tex- 
tile products.  Effected  by  exchange  of  notes 
at  Hong  Kong  and  Macao  Nov.  7  and 
Dec  30,  1988.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  30, 
1988;  effective  Jan.  1,  1989. 


Marshall  Islands 

Investment  incentive  agreement.  Effected 
by  exchange  of  notes  at  Majuro  Jan.  20, 
1988,  and  Jan.  25,  1989.  Entered  into  force 
Jan.  25,  1989. 

Mauritius 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
June  3  and  4,  1985,  as  amended,  relating  to 
trade  in  cotton,  wool,  and  manmade  fiber 
textiles  and  textile  products.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  notes  at  Port  Louis  Dec.  14, 
1988,  and  Jan.  25,  1989.  Entered  into  force 
Jan.  25,  1989. 

Mexico 

Agreement  modifying  the  agreement  of 
June  18,  1982  (TIAS  10534),  concerning  land 
mobile  service  in  the  bands  470-512  MHz 
and  806-890  MHz  along  the  common  U.S.- 
Mexico border.  Signed  at  Mexico  Sept.  12, 
1988. 
Entered  into  force:  Feb.  8,  1989. 

Agreement  amending  and  extending  the  air 
transport  agreement  of  Aug.  15,  1960,  as 
amended  and  extended  (TIAS  4675,  7167). 
Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at  Mexico 
Sept.  23,  1988. 
Entered  into  force:  Mar.  7,  1989. 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Feb.  13,  1988,  as  amended,  concerning  trade 
in  cotton,  wool,  and  manmade  fiber  textiles 
and  textile  products.  Effected  by  exchange 
of  letters  at  Washington  Oct.  25  and  Nov. 
17,  1988.  Entered  into  force  Nov.  17,  1988. 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Feb.  13,  1988,  as  amended, concerning  trade 
in  cotton,  wool,  and  manmade  fiber  textiles 
and  textile  products.  Effected  by  exchange 
of  letters  at  Washington  Nov.  17  and  23, 
1988.  Entered  into  force  Nov.  23,  1988. 

Memorandum  of  understanding  on  coopera- 
tion in  management  and  protection  of  na- 
tional parks  and  other  protected  natural  and 
cultural  heritage  sites,  with  annex.  Signed 
at  Mexico  and  Washington  Nov.  30,  1988, 
and  Jan.  24,  1989.  Entered  into  force  Jan. 
24,  1989. 

Morocco 

Agreement  regarding  joint  cooperation  in 
fighting  against  international  terrorism,  or- 
ganized crime,  and  the  illicit  production, 
trafficking,  and  abuse  of  narcotics.  Signed 
at  Rabat  Feb.  10,  1989.  Entered  into  force 
Feb.  10,  1989. 

Nigeria 

Mutual  cooperation  agreement  for  reducing 
demand,  preventing  illicit  use,  and  combat- 
ting illicit  production  and  trafficking  in 
drugs.  Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at 
Lagos  Jan.  13  and  24,  1989.  Entered  into 
force  Jan.  24,  1989. 

Papua  New  Guinea 

Status  of  forces  agreement.  Signed  at  Port 
Moresby  Feb.  28,  1989.  Entered  into  force 
Feb.  28,  1989. 


Peru 

Agreement  concerning  the  reciprocal  ex- 
emption from  income  tax  of  income  derived 
from  the  international  operation  of  ships. 
Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at  Lima 
Dec.  15,  1988.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  15, 
1988. 

Romania 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Jan.  28  and  Mar.  31,  1983,  as  amended  and 
extended,  relating  to  trade  in  cotton  textiles 
and  the  agreement  of  Nov.  7  and  16,  1984,  as 
amended,  relating  to  trade  in  wool  and  man- 
made  fiber  textiles  and  textile  products.  Ef- 
fected by  exchange  of  notes  at  Bucharest 
Nov.  28,  1988,  and  Jan.  12,  1989.  Entered 
into  force  Jan.  12,  1989;  effective  Jan.  1, 
1989. 

Agreement  amending  the  administrative  ar- 
rangement of  Oct.  13,  1982,  and  Aug.  25, 
1983,  concerning  a  visa  system  relating  to 
trade  in  certain  textile  products.  Effected 
by  exchange  of  letters  at  Bucharest  Sept. 
16,  1988,  and  Jan.  18  and  31,  1989.  Entered 
into  force  Jan.  31,  1989. 

St.  Vincent  and  the  Grenadines 

Agreement  concerning  reciprocal  exemption 
from  income  tax  of  income  derived  from  the 
international  operation  of  ships  and  aircraft. 
Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at  Bridge- 
town and  Kingston  Oct.  11,  1988,  and 
Feb.  15,  1989.  Entered  into  force  Feb.  15, 
1989. 


U.S.S.R. 

Agreement  on  the  establishment  of  joint 
Loran-C  and  Chayka  radionavigation  sys- 
tems, with  annex.  Signed  at  Moscow  May  31, 
1988. 
Entered  into  force:  Mar.  2,  1989. 

United  Kingdom 

Agreement  extending  the  agreement  of 
Sept.  20,  1976,  as  amended  and  extended 
(TIAS  10213),  in  the  field  of  liquid  metal- 
cooled  fast  breeder  reactors.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  letters  at  Washington  and  Ris- 
ley  Nov.  1  and  Dec.  14,  1988.  Entered  into 
force  Dec.  14,  1988. 

Agreement  extending  the  agreement  of 
May  14,  1987,  as  extended,  concerning 
Montserrat  and  narcotics  activities.  Effect- 
ed by  exchange  of  notes  at  Washington  Feb. 
28,  1989.  Entered  into  force  Feb.  28,  1989. 


'Not  in  force. 

2With  declaration(s). 

3 Not  in  force  for  the  U.S. 
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Press  releases  may  be  obtained  from  the  Of- 
fice of  Press  Relations,  Department  of 
State,  Washington,  D.C.  20520. 


No.  Date 

35  3/6 

*36  3/10 

37  3/10 


*38  3/9 

39  3/13 

*40  3/14 

*41  3/15 

*42  3/21 

*43  3/23 

*44  3/23 

*45  3/24 

46  3/27 

47  3/27 

*48  3/27 

*49  3/27 

*50  3/28 


Subject 

Baker:  address  at  the  opening 
of  the  CFE  negotiations, 
Vienna. 

Baker:  statement  following 
meeting  with  Austrian 
Foreign  Minister  Mock, 
Vienna,  Mar.  5. 

Baker:  remarks,  question- 
and-answer  session 
following  meeting  with 
Soviet  Foreign  Minister 
Shevardnadze,  Vienna, 
Mar.  7. 

Richard  A.  Boucher  appointed 
deputy  spokesman 
(biographic  data). 

Baker,  Arens:  remarks 
following  meeting. 

Baker:  statement  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Foreign 
Operations,  House 
Appropriations  Committee. 

Baker:  statement  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Foreign 
Operations,  Senate  Foreign 
Relations  Committee. 

Baker:  statement  before  the 
Subcommittee  on 
International  Operations, 
House  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee. 

V.  Kim  Hoggard  appointed 
Senior  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Public 
Affairs  (biographic  data). 

Baker:  remarks  at  memorial 
service  for  John  J.  McCloy, 
Brick  Presbyterian  Church, 
New  York  City,  Mar.  21. 

Thomas  R.  Pickering  sworn 
in  as  U.S.  Permament 
Representative  to  the  UN, 
Mar.  20  (biographic  data). 

Baker:  interview  on 
"MacNeil/Lehrer 
Newshour,"  Mar.  24. 

Baker:  interview  on  "This 
Week  With  David 
Brinkley,"  Mar.  26. 

Baker:  interview  on  "The 
Today  Show,"  Houston. 

Baker:  interview  on  "Good 
Morning,  America," 
Houston. 

Margaret  DeB.  Tutwiler 
sworn  in  as  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Public 
Affairs  and  Department 
spokesman,  Mar.  3 
(biographic  data). 


*51      3/29       Robert  M.  Kimmitt  sworn  in 
as  Under  Secretary  for 
Political  Affairs,  Mar.  2 
(biographic  data). 

*52      3/29      John  T.  McCarthy,  U.S. 

Ambassador  to  Lebanon 
(biographic  data). 

*53      3/29       Dennis  B.  Ross,  Director, 
Policy  Planning  Staff 
(biographic  data). 
54      3/29       Baker:  Chilean  fruit  sales 
resume  in  U.S. 

*55      3/31       Program  for  the  visit  of 
Egyptian  President 
Mubarak,  Apr.  1-5. 

56  3/31       Baker:  address  at  consultation 

on  a  new  hemispheric 
agenda,  Carter  Presidential 
Center,  Atlanta,  Mar.  30. 

57  3/31       Baker:  statement  on  Namibia 

and  Angola. 

*Not  printed  in  the  Bulletin.  ■ 
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Free  single  copies  of  the  following  Depart- 
ment of  State  publications  are  available  from 
the  Public  Information  Division,  Bureau  of 
Public  Affairs,  Department  of  State,  Wash- 
ington, D.C.  20520. 

President  Bush 

Continuity  and  Change  in  U.S. -Korean 
Relations,  National  Assembly,  Seoul, 
Feb.  27,  1989  (Current  Policy  #1155). 

Secretary  Baker 

Statement  at  Senate  Confirmation  Hear- 
ings, Senate  Foreign  Relations  Commit- 
tee, Jan.  17,  1989  (Current  Policy  #1146). 

The  International  Agenda  and  FY  1990  Budg- 
et Request,  House  Foreign  Affairs  Com- 
mittee, Feb.  21,  1989  (Current  Policy 
#1147). 

New  Horizons  in  Europe,  ministerial  meet- 
ing signaling  Mar.  9  opening  of  CSBM  and 
CFE  talks,  Vienna,  Mar.  6,  1989  (Current 
Policy  #1154). 

Africa 

The  U.S.  and  Sudan:  Peace  and  Relief  (Re- 
gional Brief,  Feb.  1989). 

Southwestern  Africa:  Blueprint  for  Peace 
(GIST,  Feb.  1989). 

Arms  Control 

Confidence-  and  Security-Building  Meas- 
ures Negotiations  (GIST,  Mar.  1989). 

Department/Foreign  Service 

Bureau  of  Public  Affairs  Services  to  the 
Public  (Public  Information  Series,  Jan. 
1989). 


East  Asia 

FY  1990  Foreign  Assistance  Requests  for 
East  Asia  and  the  Pacific,  Acting  As- 
sistant Secretary  Clark,  Subcommittee  on 
Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs,  House  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee,  Feb.  27,  1989  (Cur- 
rent Policy  #1150). 

Burma:  Political  Situation  and  Human 
Rights,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  Lam- 
bertson,  Subcommittee  on  Asian  and  Pa- 
cific Affairs,  House  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee,  Mar.  2,  1989  (Current  Policy 
#1153). 

Future  Prospects  for  the  Philippines,  Depu- 
ty Assistant  Secretary  Lambertson,  Sub- 
committee on  Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs, 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee,  Mar.  7, 
1989  (Current  Policy  #1157). 

Update  on  Cambodia,  Deputy  Assistant  Sec- 
retary Lambertson,  Subcommittee  on 
Asian  and  Pacific  Affairs,  House  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee,  Mar.  1,  1989  (Current 
Policy  #1152). 

U.S.  Export  Controls  and  China  (GIST, 
Mar.  1989). 

Economics 

The  World  Bank  (GIST,  Mar.  1989). 

Europe 

Security  Challenges  Facing  NATO  in  the 
1990s,  Ambassador  Nitze,  Nobel  Insti- 
tute's Leangkollen  Seminar,  Oslo,  Feb.  6, 
1989  (Current  Policy  #1149). 

CSCE  Vienna  Follow-Up  Meeting,  A  Frame- 
work for  Europe's  Future  (Selected  Docu- 
ments #35,  Jan.  1989). 

25th  Semiannual  Report — Implementation  of 
Helsinki  Final  Act,  Apr.  1,  1988-Sept.  30, 
1988  (Special  Report  #181,  Feb.  1989). 

Human  Rights 

Human  Rights  Issues  in  Africa,  Deputy  As- 
sistant Secretaries  Brown  and  Farrand, 
Subcommittee  on  Foreign  Operations, 
House  Appropriations  Committee,  Feb.  7 
and  8,  1989  (Current  Policy  #1148). 

Human  Rights  in  Cuba:  An  Update  (Public 
Information  Series,  Jan.  1989). 

Science  &  Technology 

Toward  a  Global  High-Definition  TV  Produc- 
tion Standard,  U.S.  Coordinator  Landau, 
Subcommittee  on  Telecommunications, 
Consumer  Protection,  and  Finance,  House 
Energy  and  Commerce  Committee, 
Mar.  8,  1989  (Current  Policy  #1158). 

Terrorism 

Terrorism:  Its  Evolving  Nature,  Ambas- 
sador Bremer,  House  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee,  Feb.  9,  1989  (Current  Policy 
#1151). 

Western  Hemisphere 

El  Salvador:  Presidential  Election  Guide, 
(Public  Information  Series,  Mar.  1989).  ■ 
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The  President  and  the  congressional  lead- 
ership announce  the  Bipartisan  Accord  on 
Central  America. 

(White  House  photo  by  Michael  Sargent) 


The  Department  of  State  Bulletin, 
published  by  the  Office  of  Public  Com- 
munication in  the  Bureau  of  Public  Af- 
fairs, is  the  official  record  of  U.S. 
foreign  policy.  Its  purpose  is  to  provide 
the  public,  the  Congress,  and  govern- 
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Commitment  to  Democracy 

and  Economic  Progress 

in  Latin  America 


President  Bush's  address  before 
the  Council  of  the  Americas  conference 
at  the  Department  of  State  on  May  2, 
1989. 1 

Looking  around  the  world  today,  in  de- 
veloping countries  and  even  in  the  com- 
munist bloc,  we  see  the  triumph  of  two 
great  ideas:  the  idea  of  free  govern- 
ment and  the  idea  of  free  enterprise. 
And  certainly,  Latin  America  and  the 
Caribbean  are  proving  fertile  ground 
for  these  ideas.  Democracy,  a  decade 
ago  the  exception,  I  think  we  would  all 
agree,  is  today  the  rule.  And  the  sym- 
bol of  this  new  breeze  is  the  ballot  box. 
And  by  year's  end,  14  national  elections 
will  have  been  held  across  the  Americas. 

And  let's  remember  what  it  means 
to  vote  in  some  countries  when  democ- 
racy itself  is  at  stake.  We're  not  talking 
about  people  who  may  stay  home  from 
the  polls  because  it's  raining  or  rush- 
hour  traffic  is  heavy.  We're  talking,  in 
some  cases,  about  people  literally  risk- 
ing their  lives  to  exercise  their  demo- 
cratic right. 

And  listen  to  the  words  of  a  Sal- 
vadoran  man  on  the  eve  of  last  month's 
presidential  elections  in  that  country — 
elections  that  guerrilla  forces  vowed  to 
disrupt:  "Of  course,  I'm  going  to  vote, 
although  I  have  to  admit  it's  very  scary. 
Here,  going  to  the  grocery  store  can  be 
dangerous — but  you  have  to  do  it.  And 
you  have  to  vote,  too.  We  just  can't  roll 
over  and  play  dead  each  time  we're 
threatened."  That's  the  voice  of  democ- 
racy speaking,  and  it's  the  voice  of  cour- 
age and  hope. 

Economically,  although  there  is 
mounting  concern  about  international 
debt,  there  are  encouraging  signs  as 
well.  Mexico  has  joined  GATT  [General 
Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade]  and 
is  moving  toward  a  more  open  and  in- 
ternationally oriented  economy.  In  Cos- 
ta Rica  and  Brazil  and  Venezuela,  new 
ventures  are  creating  export  oppor- 
tunities that  promise  a  broader  eco- 
nomic base  for  those  countries.  You 
in  the  business  community  are  among 
the  pioneers  and  partners  in  these 
changes.  And  you're  contributing  to 


Latin  America's  increased  produc- 
tivity— you're  helping  the  region  to 
fulfill  its  potential  for  progress. 

The  historic  shift  in  political  and 
economic  thinking  now  underway  in 
Latin  America  is  good  news  for  us  all. 
Our  task  is  clear:  to  make  the  most  of 
the  new  opportunities  open  to  us,  we 
must  improve  our  working  partner- 
ships in  this  hemisphere — between 
countries  north  and  south;  between 
government,  business,  and  labor;  and, 
in  the  United  States,  between  the  dif- 
ferent branches  of  the  Federal  govern- 
ment. We  share  common  interests — we 
must  work  toward  a  common  aim. 

My  Administration  will  work  to 
build  a  new  partnership  for  the 
Americas — a  partnership  built  on  mu- 
tual respect  and  mutual  respon- 
sibilities. And  we  seek  a  partnership 
rooted  in  a  common  commitment  to 
democratic  rule. 

The  battle  for  democracy  is  far 
from  over.  The  institutions  of  free  gov- 
ernment are  still  fragile  and  in  need  of 
support.  Our  battlefield  is  the  broad 
middle  ground  of  democracy  and  popu- 
lar government — our  fight  against  the 
enemies  of  freedom  on  the  extreme 
right  and  on  the  extreme  left. 

Democracy  for  Nicaragua 

As  a  result  of  the  recent  Bipartisan  Ac- 
cord on  Central  America,  the  United 
States  is  speaking  with  one  voice  on  a 
matter  of  crucial  importance  to  peace 
in  Central  America:  bringing  democ- 
racy to  Nicaragua  and  peace  to  the 
region.  And  I  want  to  salute  our 
Secretary  of  State  [James  A.  Baker, 
III]  for  hammering  out  this  bipartisan 
accord  when  many,  2  or  3  months  ago, 
said  that  it  could  not  be  done. 

Let  me  take  this  opportunity  to 
make  several  observations  on  steps  that 
are  vital  to  peace,  security,  and  democ- 
racy in  Central  America. 

First,  Nicaragua's  effort  to  export 
violent  revolution  must  stop.  We  cannot 
tolerate  Sandinista  support — which 
continues  today — for  the  insurgencies 
in  El  Salvador  and  Guatemala  and  ter- 
rorism in  Honduras  as  well.  Peace  in 


the  region  cannot  coexist  with  attempts 
to  undermine  democracy. 

And  second,  we  call  upon  the  Sov- 
iet Union  to  end  Soviet-bloc  support  for 
the  Nicaraguan  assault  on  regional  de- 
mocracy. The  United  States  ended  mili- 
tary aid  to  the  Nicaraguan  Resistance 
2  years  ago.  And  yet,  since  that  time, 
the  Soviets  continue  to  funnel  about 
$0.5  billion  worth  of  military  assist- 
ance a  year  to  the  Sandinista  regime — 
about  the  same  rate  as  before  we 
stopped  our  military  aid  to  the  co)i- 
tras.  Furthermore,  Cuba  and  Nicara- 
gua, supplied  by  $7  billion  in  Soviet- 
bloc  aid,  have  stepped  up  the  arms  flow 
to  the  Salvadoran  guerrillas.  Soviet- 
bloc  weapons,  such  as  AK^47s,  are 
now  being  sent  through  Cuba  and 
Nicaragua  to  the  guerrillas.  And  that 
aid  must  stop. 

The  Soviet  Union  must  understand 
that  we  hold  it  accountable  for  the  con- 
sequences of  this  intervention — and  for 
progress  toward  peace  in  the  region 
and  democracy  in  Nicaragua.  As  the 
Bipartisan  Accord  makes  clear,  contin- 
ued Soviet  support  of  violence  and  sub- 
version in  Central  America  is  in  direct 
violation  of  the  Esquipulas  agreement 
concluded  by  the  nations  of  Central 
America  a  year  and  a  half  ago. 

Finally,  within  Nicaragua,  we 
want  to  see  a  promise  kept — the  prom- 
ise of  democracy,  withheld  by  the  San- 
dinista regime  for  nearly  a  decade.  To 
this  end,  the  United  States  will  con- 
tinue to  supply  humanitarian  aid  to  the 
Nicaraguan  Resistance  through  the 
elections  scheduled  in  Nicaragua  for 
February  of  1990.  The  conduct  and  the 
outcome  of  those  elections  will  demon- 
strate to  Nicaragua's  neighbors  and  the 
international  community  whether  it 
means  to  deliver  on  democracy. 

But  the  Sandinistas'  recent  attacks 
are  ominous.  April  25th  was  the  bench- 
mark date  for  Nicaragua  to  have  in 
place  electoral  laws  consistent  with 
free  and  fair  elections.  Instead,  re- 
strictive new  election  and  press  laws 
have  been  pushed  through  the  San- 
dinista-controlled  legislature.  These 
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laws  have  been  unilaterally  imposed, 
and  the  proposals  of  Nicaragua's  oppo- 
sition parties  have  been  ignored.  The 
result  is  a  stacked  deck  against  the  op- 
position and  stacked  rules  of  the  game. 

The  election  law  mandates  uni- 
laterally that  half  of  all  foreign  political 
contributions  go  to  the  Supreme  Elec- 
toral Council,  which  remains  under 
Sandinista  control,  and  ignores  pro- 
posals put  forward  by  the  opposition  to 
provide  for  unlimited  freedom  of  access 
for  international  election  observers.  In 
effect,  that  is  a  stacked  deck  against 
freedom.  The  new  law  governing  press 
conduct  gives  excessive  controls  to  the 
Interior  Ministry  to  police  violations 
against  what  they  call  "national  integ- 
rity" and  continues  the  prohibition  of 
private-sector  ownership  of  television 
stations. 

If  there's  to  be  peace  in  Nicaragua, 
the  Sandinista  regime  must  work  with 
the  opposition — including  the  Resist- 
ance— to  put  in  place  election  and  press 
laws  that  are  truly  free  and  fair.  And 
that  means  to  have  free  and  fair  elec- 
tions with  outside  observers  given  un- 
fettered access  to  all  election  places 
and  to  all  proceedings.  It  means  a  se- 
cret ballot  on  election  day,  the  freedom 
to  campaign,  to  organize,  to  hold 
rallies — and  to  poll  public  opinion,  to 
operate  independent  radio  and  TV 
stations  as  well.  It  means  the  absence 
of  intimidation  either  from  a  politicized 
Sandinista  military  or  police  or  from 
those  neighborhood  block  committees 
that  control  people's  ration  cards.  It 
means  an  end  to  the  arrests  and  bully- 
ing of  opposition  leaders.  It  means 
freeing  all  political  prisoners  jailed 
under  the  Sandinista  rule,  not  just  a 
handful  of  former  Somoza  soldiers. 

And  if  the  Sandinistas  fail  this 
test,  it  will  be  a  tragic  setback — and 
a  dangerous  one.  The  consolidation  of 
tyranny  will  not  be  peace;  it  will  be 
a  crisis  waiting  to  happen. 

Current  Elections  for  Democracy 

I  want  to  mention  several  other  Latin 
American  nations  where  elections  can 
signal  positive  change. 

In  El  Salvador,  last  month's  free 
and  fair  elections  proved  another  ring- 
ing affirmation  of  that  nation's  commit- 
ment to  democracy.  We  expect  ARENA 
[National  Republican  Alliance]  to  exer- 
cise its  political  power  responsibly.  And 
I  have  conveyed  personally  to  Presi- 
dent-elect Cristiani  our  commitment  to 


human  rights  in  El  Salvador.  I  honestly 
feel  that  he  shares  my  concern,  and  he 
deserves  our  support. 

In  Paraguay,  the  only  country 
whose  dictator  had  held  power  longer 
than  Fidel  Castro,  elections  have  just 
taken  place — the  first  hopeful  sign  that 
Paraguay  is  on  its  way  to  joining  the 
democratic  mainstream.  And  we  do 
congratulate  President-elect  Rodriguez 
on  his  electoral  victory  and  look  for- 
ward to  working  with  him.  This  demo- 
cratic opening  must  continue. 

In  Panama,  however — Jim  [Secre- 
tary of  State  Baker]  spoke  to  you  all 
about  this  yesterday  [see  p.  5] — the 
forecast  for  freedom  is  less  clear.  A 
free  and  fair  vote  in  the  elections 
scheduled  for  this  Sunday  would  enable 
Panama  to  take  a  significant  step  to- 
ward ending  the  international  isolation 
and  internal  economic  crisis  brought  on 
by  the  Noriega  regime.  And,  in  spite  of 
intimidation  from  authorities,  Pan- 
ama's opposition  parties  have — with 
great  courage — taken  their  campaign 
to  the  Panamanian  people.  The  Noriega 
regime's  candidates  are  trailing  in  poll 
after  poll  by  a  margins  of  two  to  one. 

Unfortunately,  as  Secretary  Baker 
told  you  yesterday,  it  is  evident  that  the 
regime  is  ready  to  resort  to  massive 
election  fraud  in  order  to  remain  in 
power.  The  Noriega  regime  continues 
to  threaten  and  intimidate  Panama- 
nians who  believe  in  democracy.  It's 
also  attempting  to  limit  the  presence 
and  freedom  of  action  of  international 
observers  and  to  prevent  journalists 
from  reporting  on  the  election  process 
in  Panama.  Let  me  be  clear:  the  United 
States  will  not  recognize  the  results  of 
a  fraudulent  election  engineered  simply 
to  keep  Noriega  in  power. 

All  nations  that  value  democracy — 
that  understand  free  and  fair  elections 
are  the  very  heart  of  their  democratic 
system — should  speak  out  against  elec- 
tion fraud  in  Panama.  And  that  means 
the  democracies  of  Europe — they  ought 
to  be  speaking  out  about  this — as  well 
as  nations  in  this  hemisphere  strug- 
gling to  preserve  the  democratic  sys- 
tems they've  fought  so  hard  to  put  in 
place. 

It  is  time  for  the  plain  truth:  the 
day  of  the  dictator  is  over.  The  people's 
right  to  democracy  must  not  be  denied. 


Principles  of  Economic  Freedom 

A  commitment  to  democracy  is  only  one 
element  in  the  new  partnership  that  I 
envision  for  the  nations  of  the  Ameri- 
cas. This  new  partnership  must  also 
aim  at  ensuring  that  the  market  econ- 
omies survive  and  prosper  and  prevail. 
The  principles  of  economic  freedom 
have  not  been  applied  as  fully  as  the 
principle  of  democracy.  While  the  pov- 
erty of  statism  and  protectionism  is 
more  evident  than  ever,  statist  econ- 
omies remain  in  place,  stifling  growth 
in  many  Latin  nations. 

And  that  is  why  the  United  States 
has  made  a  new  initiative  to  reduce  the 
weight  of  the  debt,  as  Latin  govern- 
ments and  leaders  take  the  difficult 
steps  to  restructure  their  economies. 
Economic  growth  requires  policies  that 
create  a  climate  for  investment — one 
that  will  attract  new  capital,  one  that 
will  reverse  the  flight  of  capital  out  of 
the  region. 

We  welcome  the  broad,  internation- 
al support  that  has  been  expressed  for 
our  ideas  to  strengthen  the  debt  strat- 
egy. We  urge  the  parties  involved — the 
international  financial  institutions, 
debtor  countries,  commercial  banks — 
to  make  a  sustained  effort  to  move  this 
process  forward.  We  recognize  the  com- 
peting claims  debtor  governments  must 
try  to  satisfy  as  they  work  to  advance 
economic  reform,  service  their  debt, 
and  respond  to  the  needs  of  their  citi- 
zens. However,  we  also  understand  that 
progress  can  be  an  incremental 
process — case-by-case,  step-by-step — 
provided  there  is  a  clear  commitment 
to  economic  reform — I  want  to  say 
some  case-by-case  successes  in  this 
hemisphere.  To  that  end,  we've  started 
discussions,  as  you  know,  with  Mexico 
and  Venezuela  and  other  countries  as 
well. 


Narcotics  Traffickers 

Finally,  our  common  partnership  must 
confront  a  common  enemy:  internation- 
al drug  traffickers.  Drugs  threaten  cit- 
izens and  civil  society  throughout  our 
hemisphere.  Joining  forces  in  the  war 
on  drugs  is  crucial.  There  is  nothing  to 
be  gained  by  trying  to  lay  blame  and 
make  recriminations.  Drug  abuse  is  a 
problem  of  both  supply  and  demand — 
and  attacking  both  is  the  only  way  we 
can  face  and  defeat  the  drug  menace. 
I  believe  that  there  is  much  more 
understanding  on  this  point  in  this 
hemisphere  south  of  our  border  than 
there  used  to  be.  It  is  my  view  that 
countries  to  the  south  felt  for  many 
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years  that  this  was  simply  the  problem 
of  a  U.S.  market  for  this  insidious 
product.  Now  they  see  that  their  own 
societies  are  being  undermined  by  drug 
use.  Now  they  see  that  their  own  sense 
of  order  is  being  undermined  by  those 
trafficking  in  narcotics.  So  I  would  call 
for  much  more  cooperation  between  the 
countries  of  this  hemisphere  to  combat 
the  menace  of  narcotics. 


Conclusion 

There's  a  place  in  this  new  partner- 
ship for  all  of  you  in  the  Council  of 
Americas.  Thomas  Paine  said  that, 
"the  prosperity  of  any  commercial  na- 
tion is  regulated  by  the  prosperity  of 
the  rest."  Your  efforts  do  contribute. 
They  contribute  directly  to  the  greater 
prosperity  of  all  of  the  nations  of  the 
Americas. 

The  challenge  I've  spoken  of  today 
won't  be  easy.  But  all  of  us — north  and 
south,  in  government  and  in  the  private 
sector — can  work  together  to  meet  the 
challenges  and  master  them.  We  know 
we've  got  a  lot  of  work  to  do.  And  you 
know  you've  got  a  lot  of  work  to  do — 
work  that  won't  wait — to  ensure  that 
all  the  Americas  enjoy  the  peace,  the 
freedom,  and  the  prosperity  that  we 
cherish. 

Thank  you  for  what  you're  doing. 
Redouble  your  efforts.  And  I  promise 
you,  we'll  do  our  level  best  in  the  execu- 
tive branch  of  this  government. 


Encouraging  Political  and 
Economic  Reforms  in  Poland 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  May  8,  1989.  ■ 


President  Bush's  address  before 
citizens  of  Hamtramck,  Michigan,  on 
April  17,  1989. ' 

Americans  are  not  mildly  sympathetic 
spectators  of  events  in  Poland.  We  are 
bound  to  Poland  by  a  very  special 
bond — a  bond  of  blood,  of  culture,  and 
shared  values.  So  it  is  only  natural 
that,  as  dramatic  change  comes  to  Po- 
land, we  share  the  aspirations  and  ex- 
citement of  the  Polish  people. 

In  my  inaugural  address,  I  spoke 
of  the  new  breeze  of  freedom  gaining 
strength  around  the  world.  "In  man's 
heart,"  I  said,  "if  not  in  fact,  the  day 
of  the  dictator  is  over.  The  totalitarian 
era  is  passing,  its  old  ideas  blown  away 
like  leaves  from  an  ancient  lifeless 
tree."  I  spoke  of  the  spreading  recogni- 
tion that  prosperity  can  only  come  from 
a  free  market  and  the  creative  genius 
of  the  individual.  I  spoke  of  the  new 
potency  of  democratic  ideas — of  free 
speech,  free  elections,  and  the  exercise 
of  free  will. 


Resurgence  of  the 
Democratic  Ideal 

We  should  not  be  surprised  that  the 
ideas  of  democracy  are  returning  with 
renewed  force  in  Europe — the  home- 
land of  philosophers  of  freedom  whose 
ideals  have  been  so  fully  realized  in 


.  .  .  liberty  is  an  idea 
whose  time  has  come  in 
Eastern  Europe. 


America.  Victor  Hugo  said:  "An  inva- 
sion of  armies  can  be  resisted,  but  not 
an  idea  whose  time  has  come."  My 
friends,  liberty  is  an  idea  whose  time 
has  come  in  Eastern  Europe. 

For  almost  half  a  century,  the  sup- 
pression of  freedom  in  Eastern  Eu- 
rope, sustained  by  the  military  power 
of  the  Soviet  Union,  has  kept  nation 
from  nation,  neighbor  from  neighbor. 


As  East  and  West  seek  to  reduce  arms, 
it  must  not  be  forgotten  that  arms  are  a 
symptom,  not  a  source,  of  tension.  The 
true  source  of  tension  is  the  imposed 
and  unnatural  division  of  Europe. 

How  can  there  be  stability  and  se- 
curity in  Europe  and  the  world  as  long 
as  nations  and  people  are  denied  the 
right  to  determine  their  future — a 
right  explicitly  promised  them  by 
agreements  among  the  victorious  pow- 
ers at  the  end  of  World  War  II?  How 
can  there  be  stability  and  security  in 
Europe  as  long  as  nations,  which  once 
stood  proudly  at  the  front  rank  of  in- 
dustrial powers,  are  impoverished  by  a 
discredited  ideology  and  stifling  au- 
thoritarianism? The  United  States  has 
never  accepted  the  legitimacy  of  Eu- 
rope's division.  We  accept  no  spheres 
of  influence  that  deny  the  sovereign 
rights  of  nations. 

Yet  the  winds  of  change  are  shap- 
ing a  new  European  destiny.  Western 
Europe  is  resurgent.  Eastern  Europe 
is  awakening  to  yearnings  for  democra- 
cy, independence,  and  prosperity.  In 
the  Soviet  Union  itself,  we  are  encour- 
aged by  the  sound  of  voices  long  silent 
and  the  sight  of  the  rulers  consulting 
the  ruled.  We  see  "new  thinking"  in 
some  aspects  of  Soviet  foreign  policy. 
We  are  hopeful  that  these  stirrings 
presage  meaningful,  lasting,  and  more 
far-reaching  change. 

Let  no  one  doubt  the  sincerity  of 
the  American  people  and  their  govern- 
ment in  our  desire  to  see  reform  suc- 
ceed in  the  Soviet  Union.  We  welcome 
the  changes  that  have  taken  place,  and 
we  will  continue  to  encourage  greater 
recognition  of  human  rights,  market 
incentives,  and  elections. 

East  and  West  are  negotiating  on  a 
broad  range  of  issues,  from  arms  re- 
ductions to  the  environment.  But  the 
cold  war  began  in  Eastern  Europe;  if  it 
is  to  end,  it  will  end  in  this  crucible  of 
world  conflict — and  it  must  end.  The 
American  people  want  to  see  East  and 
central  Europe  free,  prosperous,  and 
at  peace.  With  prudence,  realism,  and 
patience,  we  seek  to  promote  the  evolu- 
tion of  freedom — the  opportunities 
sparked  by  the  Helsinki  accords  and 
deepening  East-West  contact. 

In  recent  years,  we  have  improved 
relations  with  countries  in  the  region. 
In  each  case,  we  looked  for  progress  in 
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its  international  posture  and  internal 
practices — in  human  rights,  cultural 
openness,  emigration  issues,  opposition 
to  terrorism.  While  we  want  relations 
to  improve,  there  are  certain  acts  we 
will  not  condone  or  accept — behavior 
that  can  shift  relations  in  the  wrong 
direction:  human  rights  abuses,  tech- 
nology theft,  and  hostile  intelligence 
or  foreign  policy  actions  against  us. 

Some  regimes  are  now  seeking  to 
win  popular  legitimacy  through  re- 
forms. In  Hungary,  a  new  leadership  is 
experimenting  with  reforms  that  may 
permit  a  political  pluralism  that  only  a 
few  years  ago  would  have  been  unthink- 
able. And  in  Poland,  on  April  5,  Soli- 
darity leader  Lech  Walesa  and  Interior 
Minister  Kiszczak  signed  agreements 
that,  if  faithfully  implemented,  will  be 
a  watershed  in  the  postwar  history  of 
Eastern  Europe. 

Under  the  auspices  of  the  round- 
table  agreements,  the  free  trade  union, 


Reviewing  U.S.  Policies 

The  Polish  people  understand  the  mag- 
nitude of  this  challenge.  Democratic 
forces  in  Poland  have  asked  for  the 
moral,  political,  and  economic  support 
of  the  West.  And  the  West  will  respond. 
My  Administration  is  completing  a 
thorough  review  of  our  policies  toward 
Poland  and  all  of  Eastern  Europe.  I 
have  carefully  considered  ways  the 
United  States  can  help  Poland.  We  will 
not  act  unconditionally.  We  will  not  of- 
fer unsound  credits.  We  will  not  offer 
aid  without  requiring  sound  economic 
practices  in  return.  We  must  remember 
that  Poland  is  still  a  member  of  the 
Warsaw  Pact.  We  must  take  no  steps 
that  compromise  the  security  of  the 
West. 

The  Congress,  the  Polish-American 
community,  the  American  labor  move- 
ment, our  allies,  and  international  fi- 
nancial institutions  must  work  in 
concert  if  Polish  democracy  is  to  take 


We  accept  no  spheres  of  influence  that  deny  the  sover- 
eign rights  of  nations. 


Solidarity,  will  be  formally  restored;  a 
free  opposition  press  will  be  legalized; 
independent  political  and  other  free  as- 
sociations will  be  permitted;  and  elec- 
tions for  a  new  Polish  senate  will  be 
held.  These  agreements  testify  to  the 
realism  of  Gen.  [Wojciech]  Jaruzelski 
and  his  colleagues.  And  they  are  in- 
spiring testimony  to  the  spiritual  guid- 
ance of  the  Catholic  Church,  the  in- 
domitable spirit  of  the  Polish  peo- 
ple, and  the  strength  and  wisdom  of 
Lech  Walesa. 

Poland  faces,  and  will  continue  to 
face  for  some  time,  severe  economic 
problems.  A  modern  French  writer  ob- 
served that  communism  is  not  another 
form  of  economics;  it  is  the  death  of 
economics.  In  Poland,  an  economic  sys- 
tem crippled  by  the  inefficiencies  of 
central  planning  almost  proved  to  be 
the  death  of  initiative  and  enterprise. 
Almost— but  economic  reforms  can  still 
give  free  rein  to  the  enterprising  im- 
pulse and  creative  spirit  of  the  Polish 
people. 


root  anew  and  sustain  itself.  We  can 
and  must  answer  this  call  to  freedom. 
And  it  is  particularly  appropriate,  here 
in  Hamtramck,  for  me  to  salute  the 
members  and  leaders  of  the  American 
labor  movement  for  hanging  tough  with 
Solidarity  through  its  darkest  days. 

The  Poles  are  now  taking  concrete 
steps  that  deserve  our  active  support. 
I  have  decided  on  specific  steps  by  the 
United  States,  carefully  chosen  to  rec- 
ognize reforms  underway  and  to  en- 
courage reforms  yet  to  come  once 
Solidarity  is  legal. 

•  I  will  ask  Congress  to  join  me  in 
providing  Poland  access  to  our  gener- 
alized system  of  preferences,  which 
offers  selective  tariff  relief  to  bene- 
ficiary countries. 

•  We  will  work  with  our  allies  and 
friends  in  the  Paris  Club  to  develop 
sustainable  new  schedules  for  Poland  to 
repay  its  debt,  easing  a  heavy  burden 
so  that  a  free  market  can  grow. 

•  I  will  also  ask  Congress  to  join 
me  in  authorizing  the  Overseas  Private 
Investment  Corporation  to  operate  in 
Poland,  to  the  benefit  of  both  Polish 
and  U.S.  investors. 


•  We  will  propose  negotiations  for  a 
private  business  agreement  with  Po- 
land to  encourage  cooperation  between 
U.S.  firms  and  Poland's  private  busi- 
nesses. Both  sides  can  benefit. 

•  The  United  States  will  continue 
to  consider  supporting,  on  their  merits, 
viable  loans  to  the  private  sector  by  the 
International  Finance  Corporation. 

•  We  believe  that  the  roundtable 
agreements  clear  the  way  for  Poland  to 
be  able  to  work  with  the  International 
Monetary  Fund  on  programs  that  sup- 
port sound,  new,  market-oriented  eco- 
nomic policies. 

•  We  will  encourage  business  and 
private  nonprofit  groups  to  develop  in- 
novative programs  to  swap  Polish  debt 
for  equity  in  Polish  enterprises  and  for 
charitable,  humanitarian,  and  environ- 
mental projects. 

•  We  will  support  imaginative  edu- 
cational, cultural,  and  training  pro- 
grams to  help  liberate  the  creative 
energies  of  the  Polish  people. 

When  I  visited  Poland  in  Septem- 
ber 1987,  I  told  Chairman  Jaruzelski 
and  Lech  Walesa  that  the  American 
people  and  Government  would  respond 
quickly  and  imaginatively  to  significant 
internal  reform  of  the  kind  we  see  now. 
Both  of  them  valued  that  assurance.  So 
it  is  especially  gratifying  for  me  to  wit- 
ness the  changes  now  taking  place  in 
Poland  and  to  announce  these  impor- 
tant changes  in  U.S.  policy.  The  United 
States  keeps  its  promises. 

If  Poland's  experiment  succeeds, 
other  countries  may  follow.  While  we 
must  still  differentiate  among  the  na- 
tions of  Eastern  Europe,  Poland  offers 
two  lessons  for  all.  First,  there  can  be 
no  progress  without  significant  politi- 
cal and  economic  liberalization.  Second, 
help  from  the  West  will  come  in  concert 
with  liberalization.  Our  friends  and 
European  allies  share  this  philosophy. 

The  West  can  now  be  bold  in  pro- 
posing a  vision  of  the  European  future: 
We  dream  of  the  day  when  there  will  be 
no  barriers  to  the  free  movement  of 
people,  goods,  and  ideas.  We  dream  of 
the  day  when  East  European  peoples 
will  be  free  to  choose  their  system  of 
government  and  to  vote  for  the  party  of 
their  choice  in  regular,  contested  elec- 
tions. We  dream  of  the  day  when  East 
European  countries  will  be  free  to 
choose  their  own  peaceful  course  in  the 
world,  including  closer  ties  with  West- 
ern Europe.  And  we  envision  an  East- 
ern Europe  in  which  the  Soviet  Union 
has  renounced  military  intervention  as 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/June  1989 


THE  SECRETARY 


an  instrument  of  its  policy — on  any  pre- 
text. We  share  an  unwavering  conviction 
that  one  day  all  the  peoples  of  Europe 
will  live  in  freedom. 

Next  month,  at  a  summit  of  the 
North  Atlantic  alliance,  the  leaders  of 
the  Western  democracies  will  discuss 
these  concerns.  These  are  not  bilateral 
issues  between  the  United  States  and 
the  Soviet  Union.  They  are,  rather,  the 
concern  of  all  the  Western  allies,  calling 
for  common  approaches.  The  Soviet 
Union  should  understand,  in  turn,  that  a 
free,  democratic  Eastern  Europe  as  we 
envision  it  would  threaten  no  one  and  no 
country.  Such  an  evolution 
would  imply,  and  reinforce,  the  further 
improvement  of  East-West  relations  in 
all  dimensions — arms  reductions,  politi- 
cal relations,  trade — in  ways  that  en- 
hance the  safety  and  well-being  of  all  of 
Europe.  There  is  no  other  way. 

What  has  brought  us  to  this  open- 
ing? The  unity  and  strength  of  the  de- 
mocracies, and  something  else — the  bold 
new  thinking  in  the  Soviet  Union;  the 
innate  desire  for  freedom  in  the  hearts  of 
all  men.  We  will  not  waver  in  our  dedica- 
tion to  freedom  now.  If  we  are  wise,  unit- 
ed, and  ready  to  seize  the  moment,  we 
will  be  remembered  as  the  generation 
that  helped  all  of  Europe  find  its  destiny 
in  freedom. 

Two  centuries  ago,  a  Polish  patriot 
named  Thaddeus  Kosciuszko  came  to 
these  American  shores  to  stand  for  free- 
dom. Let  us  honor  and  remember  this 
hero  of  our  own  strugg'e  for  freedom  by 
extending  our  hand  to  those  who  work 
the  shipyards  of  Gdansk,  and  walk  the 
cobbled  streets  of  Warsaw.  Let  us  recall 
the  words  of  the  Poles 
who  struggled  for  independence:  "For 
your  freedom  and  ours."  Let  us  support 
the  peaceful  evolution  of  democ- 
racy in  Poland.  The  cause  of  liberty 
knows  no  limits;  the  friends  of  freedom, 
no  borders. 


U.S.  and  Latin  America: 
A  Shared  Destiny 


•Text  from  weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  Apr.  24,  1989.  ■ 


Secretary  Baker's  address  and 
question-and-answer  session  before  the 
Council  of  the  Americas  conference  at 
the  Department  of  State  on  May  1, 
1989. .i 

I  do  believe  that  we  meet  at  a  rather 
historic  moment  for  Latin  America, 
and  for  that  matter,  a  rather  historic 
moment  for  the  United  States.  Across 
the  Americas  today,  from  Punta  Are- 
nas to  California,  an  old  order  is  dying, 
and  a  new  world  is  struggling  to  be 
born. 

Brazil  is  manufacturing  communi- 
cation satellites.  Mexico  has  joined  the 
GATT  [General  Agreement  on  Tariffs 
and  Trade].  A  new  vision  of  regional 
trade  and  integration  is  taking  shape 
in  the  Caribbean  Basin.  And  the  winds 
of  democracy  are  blowing  across  the 
hemisphere,  from  Chile  to  Paraguay  to 
Central  America. 

The  United  States,  I'm  happy  to 
report,  does  not  stand  aloof  from  the 
historic  changes  which  are  transform- 
ing our  hemisphere — just  the  opposite. 
We  are  proudly  rediscovering  our 
shared  heritage  with  Latin  America 
and  our  shared  heritage  with  the 
Caribbean. 

Stand  in  the  Miami  airport  today, 
or  go  as  I  do  frequently  to  San  Antonio. 
Close  your  eyes  and  listen.  You  could 
easily  imagine  yourself  in  Caracas  or 
in  San  Jose.  The  fifth  largest  Spanish- 
speaking  community  in  the  world  now 
lives  in  the  United  States  of  America. 

Soon  we  will  be  entering  the  21st 
century,  and  the  hemisphere  will  face  a 
choice  between  two  very,  very  different 
futures.  Down  one  road  lies  a  vision  of 
freedom  and  opportunity  and  economic 
development.  It  is  a  vision  in  which  all 
citizens  share  as  partners  in  a  global 
economy  and  as  a  true  community  of 
democratic  nations.  Down  the  other 
road  lies  a  failed  vision  of  dictatorship, 
state  control,  and  missed  opportunity. 
We  know  which  road  we  have  to  travel, 
and  we  know  that  we've  all  got  to  travel 
that  road  together.  To  put  it  simply,  the 
United  States,  Latin  America,  and  the 
Caribbean  need  each  other  today  as 
never  before. 


Confronting  Common  Issues 

The  agenda  of  issues  before  us  con- 
firms, I  think,  the  new  reality — democ- 
racy; development;  debt;  trade;  drugs; 
migration;  the  environment;  nuclear 
proliferation.  These  are  not  respon- 
sibilities which  one  could  label  "north" 
or  "south."  They  are,  instead,  the  com- 
mon challenges  that  we  must  confront 
together  to  shape  successfully  our 
shared  destiny. 

In  recent  weeks  and  months,  Presi- 
dent Bush  and  I  have  heard  that  very 
message.  We  have  heard  it,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  in  person  from  Presidents  Sa- 
linas [Mexico],  Alfonsin  [Argentina], 
Perez  [Venezuela],  Sarney  [Brazil],  Ar- 
ias [Costa  Rica],  Azcona  [Honduras], 
Cerezo  [Guatemala],  and  Duarte  [El 
Salvador],  and  from  Prime  Ministers 
Charles  [Dominica],  Manley  [Jamaica], 
Robinson  [Trinidad  and  Tobago],  and 
Sandiford  [Barbados]. 

I  believe  the  region's  democratic 
leaders  are  reaching  out  to  the  United 
States  to  offer  a  new  partnership,  one 
based  on  mutual  respect  and  one  based 
on  shared  responsibility.  The  new  Pres- 
ident of  the  United  States  and  his  new 
Administration  have  an  answer.  And 
that  answer  is:  We  are  also  reaching 
out. 

The  problems  we  face  will  not  be 
resolved  through  quick  promises,  and 
they  are  not  going  to  be  resolved  with 
easy  answers.  Instead,  we've  got  to 
confront  them  together;  we've  got  to 
confront  them  with  candor;  we've  got  to 
confront  them  with  commitment;  and 
we've  got  to  confront  them  with  cour- 
age. We  can  begin  by  recognizing  a 
simple  truth  that  we  have  forgotten  too 
many  times  in  the  past,  and  that  is  that 
we  have  much  to  learn  from  each  other. 

In  recent  years,  the  people  of 
North  America  have  learned  a  lesson 
from  the  people  of  Latin  America,  a 
lesson  about  personal  courage  and 
about  the  passion  of  ordinary  people  to 
be  free.  Peasants  and  political  leaders, 
shopkeepers  and  market  ladies  have 
defied  death  threats  and  guerrilla  vio- 
lence, colonels  and  comandantes,  to 
stand  up  for  democracy.  We  learned 
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that  lesson  again  last  March  in  El  Sal- 
vador, and  we  will  learn  it  again  next 
Sunday  in  Panama. 

We  have  watched  far-sighted  demo- 
cratic leaders  take  the  first  vital,  and 
often  politically  difficult,  steps  to  shed 
layers  of  state  regulation  and  special 
preference  that  for  too  long  have  held  in 
check  the  creative,  productive  energies 
of  this  hemisphere.  And  we  have 
watched  them  accentuate  values  we 
hold  clear  with  their  own  special  sense 
of  family,  friendship,  culture,  and  hos- 
pitality. We  hope  that  our  experience  in 
the  United  States  with  democracy — we 
hope  that  our  experience  in  the  United 
States  with  a  free  economy — may  offer 
useful  lessons  to  our  friends  in  Latin 
America. 

The  United  States  enjoys  political 
stability,  peaceful  succession  of  power, 
unquestioned  civilian  authority,  and 
the  steady  expansion  of  human  rights. 
We  enjoy  these  blessings  because  for 
200  years — for  200  years — we  have 
struggled  to  ensure  that  every  citizen 
in  the  United  States  can  shape  his  or 
her  own  political  destiny.  We  are  com- 
mitted to  helping  our  neighbors  wage 
that  successful  democratic  struggle 
also. 

We  have  also  learned  that  a  free 
economy  releases  the  energies  of  indi- 
viduals and  entrepreneurs,  that  it  re- 
wards initiatives,  and  that  it  offers 
upward  mobility.  Economic  liberty  is 
the  surest  way  to  fulfill  the  aspirations 
of  our  citizens.  Those  nations  which 
have  turned  to  this  model  have  already 
begun  to  see  a  tangible  reward. 

During  earlier  phases  of  our  his- 
tory, we  in  the  United  States  too  often 
sought  rapid  growth  at  the  expense  of 
our  nation's  environment.  We  hope  that 
other  nations  can  learn  from  our  mis- 
takes, rather  than  repeating  them. 

While  we  have  much  to  learn  from 
each  other,  I  think  it's  fair  to  say  also 
that  we  have  much  to  expect  from  each 
other  as  well.  Together  we  must  set 
aside  the  easy  politics  of  blame  and  the 
easy  politics  of  mutual  recrimination. 
Let  us  forge  instead  a  new  bond  of  co- 
operation and  mutual  responsibility. 

Democracy:  Sweeping  Latin  America 

The  democratic  wave  sweeping  Latin 
America  today  has  been  propelled  by 
the  aspirations  of  ordinary  people  for 
freedom  and  for  a  better  life.  Now,  one 
question,  above  all  others,  confronts 
this  hemisphere:  Can  democracy 
deliver? 


Can  democratic  governments  begin 
to  satisfy  their  peoples'  basic  needs  for 
jobs,  health  care,  homes,  and  schools? 
Can  fragile,  new,  civilian  regimes  con- 
struct and  strengthen  democratic  insti- 
tutions? Can  they  protect  their  citizens 
against  organized  violence  from  both 
the  extreme  right  and  the  extreme  left? 
And  can  they  normalize  succession  of 
power  through  peaceful  electoral  proc- 
esses? The  answer  to  these  questions 
has  got  to  be  yes. 

Yet,  hanging  over  every  decision 
which  the  region's  elected  leaders  con- 
template is  the  specter  of  deep  econom- 
ic and  social  crisis  and  the  weight  of  a 
burgeoning  foreign  debt.  "The  elected 
Presidents  of  the  continent,"  The  Econ- 
omist magazine  wrote  recently,  "rule 
from  capital  cities  ringed  by  shanty- 
towns,  swollen  with  refugees  from  the 
depressed  countryside." 

That,  of  course,  is  not  our  shared 
vision  of  the  hemisphere's  future. 
Clearly,  the  countries  of  Latin  America 
and  the  Caribbean  must  begin  to  grow 
again,  and  the  fruits  of  that  growth 
have  got  to  be  widely  shared. 

To  grow,  the  region  cannot  contin- 
ue to  be  a  net  exporter  of  capital.  In- 
stead, it  must  create  a  climate  for 
investment  that  will  bring  capital 
flight  to  the  region,  and  that  will,  at 
the  same  time,  attract  new  capital 
flows.  Debt  is  a  problem,  but  debt, 
quite  frequently,  is  also  simply  a  symp- 
tom of  a  larger  problem.  Listen  to  the 
words  of  Carlos  Andres  Perez  to  a 
group  of  international  labor  leaders 
some  3  or  so  weeks  ago:  "If  we  say,  for 
the  sake  of  argument,  that  the  debt  dis- 
appears and  if  we  continue  managing 
our  economies  as  we  have  managed 
them  in  the  past,  inevitably  we  would 
continue  in  the  same  situation  of  unem- 
ployment and  disaster." 

Today,  democratic  governments 
must  try  to  reform  bloated  state- 
dominated  economies,  service  their 
debt,  and  satisfy  the  real  needs  to  their 
citizens — all  at  the  same  time.  We  un- 
derstand that  facing  this  challenge 
alone  is  a  nearly  impossible  juggling 
act. 

Facing  the  Challenges  Together 

We  do  not  expect  Latin  American  na- 
tions to  face  this  challenge  alone.  As 
they  move  forward  to  take  the  neces- 
sary, but  difficult,  steps  to  restructure 
and  reform  their  economies,  we  must 
be  prepared  to  hear  their  calls  for  help. 
When  a  poor  country  like  Bolivia 
makes  exemplary  market-oriented  re- 


forms and  sticks  to  them  in  the  face  of 
falling  export  prices  and  mounting  po- 
litical costs,  we  have  got  to  be  ready  to 
lend  a  helping  hand.  Indeed,  it  is  a  re- 
sponsibility all  of  us — we  in  govern- 
ment and  in  the  international  financial 
institutions,  and  you  in  the  private  sec- 
tor and  the  commercial  banks — must  all 
accept  together. 

Within  its  first  5  weeks,  the  Ad- 
ministration announced  a  new  approach 
to  help  reduce  Latin  America's  debt 
burden.  In  the  weeks  and  in  the  months 
to  come,  we  must  negotiate,  case  by 
case,  the  details  of  that  policy  to  en- 
sure continued  economic  reform,  a  real 
reduction  in  existing  debt  burdens, 
and  new  capital  flows  in  the  future. 

If  we  ask  Latin  Americans  to  strip 
away  the  layers  of  protection  that 
shield  their  economies  from  the  free 
flow  of  trade  in  goods  and  services, 
then  we,  too,  must  confront  protection- 
ism in  the  United  States,  and  we  must 
steadily  reduce  the  barriers  to  prod- 
ucts from  the  rest  of  the  hemisphere. 

If  we  ask  that  Latin  Americans 
confront  the  new  menace  of  organized 
drug  cartels,  now  often  in  league  with 
guerrilla  movements,  then  we  must  not 
only  assist  them  in  that  effort,  but  we 
must  also  confront  the  terrible  demand 
that  exists  in  our  country  for  these 
drugs.  Only  by  tackling  supply  and  de- 
mand can  we  free  our  hemisphere  from 
the  drug  menace. 

If  we  are  engaged  in  a  joint  ven- 
ture north  and  south  to  advance  and 
defend  democracy,  then  each  of  us  must 
do  our  part — collectively  when 
possible — to  create  new  mechanisms 
and  to  strengthen  existing  ones  to  de- 
fend human  rights,  to  guarantee  the  in- 
tegrity of  free  elections,  and  to 
establish  sanctions  against  those  who 
threaten  democratically  elected 
governments. 

In  Panama,  free  and  fair  elections 
this  coming  Sunday  would  end  that  na- 
tion's political  and  economic  crisis,  and 
it  would  end  its  international  isolation 
as  well.  Unfortunately,  the  Noriega 
regime's  response  has  been  to  prepare 
for  a  massive  fraud  and  to  restrict  the 
presence  of  international  observers  and 
press. 

If  democracy  is  to  continue  to  de- 
velop in  this  hemisphere,  practices 
such  as  this  simply  cannot  be  tolerated. 
The  position  of  the  United  States,  I 
think,  is  quite  clear.  And  that  simply  is 
that  there  can  be  and  will  be  no  accom- 
modation as  far  as  we're  concerned 
with  a  Noriega-dominated  regime. 
There  is  still  time  for  Panamanians  to 
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save  their  country  from  the  increasing 
destruction  wrought  by  the  Noriega 
dictatorship.  The  key  is  in  the  hands  of 
the  defense  forces.  They  can  fulfill 
their  constitutional  duty  as  professional 
soldiers  and  allow  elections  to  proceed 
freely  and  fairly.  Or  they  can  face  the 
consequences  of  the  past  on  which 
General  Noriega  has  placed  them. 

If  the  peoples  and  the  governments 
of  Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean 
ask  the  United  States  of  America  to 
forgo  unilateral  initiatives  and  work  in- 
stead in  good  faith  with  the  region's  de- 
mocracies in  a  new,  cooperative  effort 
to  support  democracy,  then,  I  think,  it's 
only  fair  that  we  ask  these  same  peo- 
ples and  governments  to  join  with  us  in 
good  faith  to  turn  the  promise  of  that 
diplomacy  into  a  reality  throughout 
this  hemisphere. 

The  Administration,  as  you  know, 
has  negotiated  a  new  bipartisan  accord 
with  the  Congress  on  Central  America 
[see  Selected  Documents  No.  36,  "U.S. 
Support  for  Democracy  and  Peace  in 
Central  America"].  We  are  committed 
to  work  with  the  democratic  leaders  of 
Central  America  and  of  the  rest  of  the 
Americas  to  translate  the  bright  prom- 
ise of  the  Esquipulas  agreement  into 
concrete  realities  on  the  ground.  That 
is  a  challenge,  but  frankly,  it  is  also  an 
opportunity.  All  those  who  advocate  di- 
plomacy and  political  solutions  to  the 
region's  conflicts  now  have  a  respon- 
sibility to  prove  that  this  is  the  best 
and  the  surest  route  to  achieve  our 
common  goals.  The  promises  in  that  re- 
gional treaty  for  democracy,  for  peace, 
and  security  must  not  only  be  kept, 
they  must  be  verified. 

We  are  prepared,  as  President 
Bush  declared  in  announcing  the  ac- 
cord, to  support  a  process  that  guaran- 
tees democracy  in  Central  America. 
But  the  United  States  cannot  support 
a  paper  agreement  that  sells  out  the 
Nicaraguan  people's  right  to  be  free, 
and  their  right  to  enjoy  a  free  and  hon- 
est democratic  election. 

Together  with  the  other  de- 
mocracies, we  have  got  to  send  a  clear 
message  to  others  outside  this  hemi- 
sphere, and  we  will  be  sending  this 
message:  This  hemisphere  is  not  a 
dumping  ground  for  their  arms  or  for 
their  failed  ideologies.  We  are  looking 
for  signs  of  new  thinking.  The  Soviet 
Union  now  has  an  opportunity  to  dem- 
onstrate its  so-called  new  thinking  in 
concrete  and  tangible  ways  in  Central 
America.  That  is  what  Esquipulas  re- 
quires, that  is  what  the  democratic 


community  demands,  and  that  is  what 
the  economic  integration  and  develop- 
ment of  that  war-torn  region  really 
requires. 

Some  look  at  the  crises  and  prob- 
lems facing  Latin  America  today,  and 
they  despair.  I  am  not  one  of  those.  I 
really  believe  that  if  we  seize  the  oppor- 
tunities before  us,  we  can  achieve  what 
the  pioneers  and  frontiersmen  who 
first  settled  these  lands  could  really 
only  dream. 

I  believe  the  day  will  come  when 
Carlos  Andres  Perez  and  Raul  Alfon- 
sin,  Vinicio  Cerezo,  Jose  Napoleon  Du- 
arte,  Carlos  Salinas,  Julio  Sanguinetti 
[President  of  Uruguay],  Jose  Azcona, 
Oscar  Arias — and  many,  many  others — 
will  be  seen  as  the  pioneers  who  blazed 
the  trail  that  will  lead  one  day  to  the 
world's  first  democratic  hemisphere.  I 
believe  that  the  hemisphere  can  become 
a  model  for  the  rest  of  the  planet  for  a 
true  partnership  between  the  devel- 
oped and  developing  nations,  where 
trade  is  free,  where  prosperity  is 
shared,  and  where  the  benefits  of 
technology  are  harnessed  for  all. 

And  I  believe  that  through  joint  ef- 
fort and  through  partnership,  the  day 
will  come  when  in  all  nations  of  the 
Americas  the  rule  of  law  prevails,  hu- 
man rights  are  respected,  the  strong 
are  just,  the  weak  are  secure,  and  the 
people  live  in  peace. 

Q.  If  Noriega  continues  to  con- 
trol Panama,  would  we  alter  the 
schedule  for  the  transfer  of  the  Canal 
Zone  to  the  Republic  of  Panama? 

A.  Let  me  simply  say  in  answer  to 
that  question  that,  as  I  indicated  in  my 
formal  remarks,  we  will  have  a  great 
deal  of  difficulty  normalizing  our  re- 
lations with  any  Panamanian  Gov- 
ernment that  is  controlled  by  Gen. 
Noriega.  It  would  be  premature  for  me 
to  suggest  that  we  would  take  any  ac- 
tion of  the  nature  that  you  suggest. 

The  United  States  believes  in  abid- 
ing by  its  treaty  obligations  and  abid- 
ing by  its  agreements.  So  I'm  not  going 
to  answer  the  hypothetical  that  you've 
suggested  beyond  saying  that  as  long  as 
Gen.  Noriega  retains  power,  there  will 
be  no  normalization  of  relations  bet- 
ween Panama  and  the  United  States. 

Q.  In  some  of  your  remarks  here 
today,  and  thinking  back  to  your  con- 
firmation hearings,  tends  to  continue 
the  focus  we  have,  I  think,  felt  during 
the  past  8  years.  I  remember  your 
confirmation  hearings  having  to  do 
mostly  with  Nicaragua,  El  Salvador, 
and  Cuba. 


I'm  wondering  how  you  perceive 
now  the  ability  or  the  flexibility  of 
trying  to  disburse  that  attention  a  bit 
to  the  total  hemisphere.  You've  made 
the  comments  here,  but  we're  still 
wondering  about  the  resources 
needed  in  order  to  have  this  partner- 
ship with  the  private  sector  to  ad- 
dress, really,  the  problems  of  the  total 
hemisphere. 

A.  Let  me  simply  say,  when  you 
suggested  my  confirmation  hearings 
concentrated  on  those  three  areas 
within  the  hemisphere,  you  did  not 
mean  to  suggest  that  they  didn't  con- 
centrate as  well  on  a  whole  host  of 
other  areas  outside  the  hemsiphere, 
because  they  did.  But  you're  quite  right 
that  within  the  hemisphere,  the  ques- 
tions seemed  to  come  primarily  in 
those  three  areas. 

I  would  refer  you  to  the  statement 
I  made  to  the  [Senate]  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee,  as  I  went  up  for  con- 
firmation, in  which  I  said — I  think  I 
took  pains  to  point  out — that  it's  the  en- 
tire hemisphere  that  is  important.  It's 
the  entire  hemisphere  that's  impor- 
tant as  far  as  the  United  States  is 
concerned. 

One  of  the  first  things,  of  course, 
that  President  Bush — one  of  the  first 
meetings  he  had  was  with  President 
Salinas  [of  Mexico]  when  President 
Bush  was  still  President-elect.  One  of 
the  first  initiatives,  of  course,  was  to 
deal  with  the  problems  of  South  Amer- 
ica and  Mexico  and  other — well,  some 
countries  in  Central  America — was 
the  proposal  of  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment for  a  new  approach  to  the  debt 
problems. 

I  think  we  recognize  the  impor- 
tance of  Mexico,  certainly;  we  recog- 
nize the  importance  of  South  America. 
We  simply  have  some  problems  in  Cen- 
tral America  that  we  need  to  continue 
to  focus  on  and  put  behind  us,  but  that 
does  not  in  any  way  take  away  from  the 
importance  of  other  areas  in  the  hemi- 
sphere as  far  as  the  United  States  is 
concerned. 

Q.  The  current  evaluation  of  the 
Caribbean  Basin  Initiative  (CBI),  the 
views  as  to  its  effectiveness  have  been 
coming  from  the  congressional  side 
rather  than  the  Administration  side. 
The  new  ideas  that  are  involved  in  the 
CBI  II  legislation  are  basically  con- 
gressional initiatives  in  contrast  to 
the  Reagan  Administration  which 
sponsored  the  legislation  initially. 
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Is  that  likely  to  be  the  continu- 
ance of  the  consideration  of  that  leg- 
islation? Or  does  the  Administration 
expect  to  become  more  initiative- 
taking? 

A.  We  strongly  support  that 
legislation — most  all  aspects  of  it. 
There  are  some  aspects  that  get  us  in 
trouble  in  the  GATT  [General  Agree- 
ment on  Tariffs  and  Trade]  and  some 
other  areas  that  we  cannot  support 
for  that  reason.  But  we  do  support 
strengthening  the  Caribbean  Basin  Ini- 
tiative. After  all,  the  Caribbean  Basin 
Initiative  was  an  initiative  of  the  Rea- 
gan Administration  of  which  the  Presi- 
dent and  I  were  both  a  part.  So  we 
support  it,  and  we  support  it  strongly 
and  we  will  be  doing  what  we  can  to  see 
it  move  forward. 

Q.  Regarding  the  drug  situation 
in  Latin  America,  would  you  com- 
ment on  the  initiative  the  United 
States  and  Latin  American  countries 
are  taking  to  take  some  steps  forward 
with  this  problem? 

A.  As  you  know  and  as  I  indicated 
in  my  remarks,  it's  a  problem  that  has 
to  be  addressed  both  from  the  stand- 
point of  supply  and  demand.  I  think 
sometimes  we  up  here  have  a  tendency 
to  beat  our  chest  and  try  and  blame 
others  to  some  extent  with  some  of  our 
problems. 

At  the  same  time  it's  very,  very  im- 
portant that  countries  that  are  pro- 
ducers of  drugs,  or  countries  that  are 
transit  countries  for  drugs  coming  into 
the  United  States,  accept  their  respon- 
sibilities as  well.  We've  got  to  do  what 
we  can  to  interdict  the  supply  coming 
into  this  country,  but  we've  also  got  to 
do  what  we  can  to  address  the  demand. 

This  is  a  major  issue  in  the  United 
States,  one  of  the  most  significant  and 
substantial  political  issues  that  we  are 
debating  up  here  in  the  United  States 
today. 


You're  aware  of  the  legislation  cre- 
ating the  so-called  drug  czar  [William 
J.  Bennett]  in  the  Executive  Office  of 
the  President.  There  is  supposed  to  be 
an  overall,  comprehensive  drug  plan 
presented  by  him.  The  legislation  re- 
quires this  within  6  months.  I  think  it's 
now  about  3  or  4  months. 

I  have  visited  with  Mr.  Bennett  on 
this  and  he's  visited  with  other  cabinet 


officers  as  well  in  order  that  we  can 
come  forward  with  a  plan  that  has  the 
support  of  all  agencies  and  depart- 
ments and  that  is  integrated. 

We  will  continue  to  concentrate  on 
this  problem  because  it  represents  a 
very,  very  significant  and  major  prob- 
lem for  the  United  States. 
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Secretary  Baker's  address  before 
the  1989  convention  of  the  American 
Society  of  Newspaper  Editors  (ASNE) 
on  April  U,  1989. x 

I'm  pleased  to  be  here  today,  and  I  will 
try  and  keep  my  formal  remarks  brief 
enough  that  we  have  time  for  questions 
and  answers  later  on. 

Being  brief  does  remind  me, 
though,  of  the  old  story  about  the  three 
people  that  were  sent  on  a  factfinding 
mission  to  some  remote  part  of  the 
South  Pacific.  It  happened  to  be  a  law- 
yer, a  cabinet  secretary,  and  a  news- 
paper editor.  As  luck  would  have  it, 
their  airplane  developed  engine  trou- 
ble. They  went  down.  They  were  cap- 
tured by  cannibals.  As  the  pot  started 
to  boil,  the  cannibal  chief  said,  "Every- 
body gets  one  last  wish.  What  will  it 
be?"  He  turned  to  the  lawyer,  and  he 
said,  "Yes,  indeed,  he  has  one  last 
wish."  He  said,  "May  I  give  you  my 
card,"  and  the  chief  took  the  card  and 
turned  to  the  cabinet  secretary  and 
said  he  would  very  much  like  to  deliver 
just  one  last  time  his  famous  lecture 
on  his  10  greatest  accomplishments  in 
government.  The  chief  said  okay.  He 
turned  to  the  newspaper  editor  who 
promptly  said,  "Cook  me  first.  I've 
heard  that  speech  three  times  already." 

So  I'm  going  to  try  and  keep  the 
formal  part  of  the  remarks  brief 
enough  to  avoid  that. 


Changes  and  Challenges 
Reshaping  International  Order 

I've  always  believed  that  the  media  play 
an  essential  role  in  educating  this  de- 
mocracy of  ours,  but  the  news  as  you  all 
know  very,  very  well  is  not  always  just 
about  what  we  in  government  do  or  fail 
to  do.  The  most  important  service,  I 
think,  that  you  can  render  the  govern- 
ment and  to  the  people  alike  is  to  help 
explain  the  most  important  changes 
which  are  transforming  this  world  of 
ours.  So  today,  I'd  like  to  discuss  those 
changes  with  you,  and  I'd  also  like  to 
describe  the  actions  that  we've  taken  so 
far  to  lay  the  foundation  of  an  American 
foreign  policy  for  new  times. 

A  decade  ago,  the  world  beyond  our 
borders  was  a  familiar  place  but,  if  I 
may  say  so,  not  a  very  reassuring  one. 
The  Soviet  Union  was  on  the  march. 
Democracy  seemed  to  be  in  retreat, 
and  our  values  were  being  questioned. 
We  and  our  allies  also  faced  severe 
economic  problems  that  undermined 
confidence  in  the  free  market  and 
undermined  confidence  in  free  trade 
as  well. 

Now,  after  a  decade  that  I  think 
will  always  be  known  as  the  Reagan 
era,  the  world  beyond  our  borders  is  a 
more  reassuring  place.  Soviet  forces 
have  left  Afghanistan.  Other  regional 
conflicts  inflamed  by  Soviet  interven- 
tion have  begun  moving  toward  resolu- 
tion with  the  help  of  some,  I  think — 
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perhaps  biased,  with  all  my  bias  hang- 
ing out — with  the  help  of  some  creative 
American  diplomacy.  Once  again,  I 
think,  it's  fair  to  say  that  democracy  is 
on  the  march.  We  have  reaffirmed  our 
values.  And  the  international  economy, 
which  has  been  driven  by  the  longest 
American  peacetime  expansion  on 
record,  has  provided  new  hope  for 
progress. 

This  more  reassuring  world, 
though,  is  also,  I  think  it's  fair  to  say, 
becoming  a  less  familiar  one.  The 
world  has  clearly  outgrown  the  clash 
between  the  superpowers  that  domi- 
nated world  politics  after  World 
War  II.  Instead  we  face  a  series  of 
challenges  that  are  reshaping  the 
new  international  order. 

•  We  could  advance  toward  an  in- 
creasingly democratic  world,  or,  if  new 
and  fragile  democracies  fail,  the  cause 
of  freedom  could  well  be  thrown  back. 

•  The  international  economy  could 
continue  to  grow,  or  the  stresses  of 
competition,  trade  imbalances,  and 
debt  could  lead  to  protectionism;  it 
could  lead  to  rival  trading  blocs — 
ultimately  to  the  disadvantage  of  all 
of  us. 

•  The  international  community  of 
nations  could  act  to  deal  with  transna- 
tional dangers  such  as  environmental 
hazards,  terrorism,  and  the  drug 
trade,  or  these  problems  could  grow 
worse  because  of  a  failure  to  work 
together. 

•  A  properly  conceived  approach  by 
the  Atlantic  alliance  could  extend  the 
progress  that  we've  made  with  the  So- 
viet Union,  leading  to  far  more  cooper- 
ative East-West  relations.  Or  through 
mistakes  on  either  side  of  the  Iron  Cur- 
tain, this  opportunity  could  be  lost. 

•  Finally,  new  military  technolo- 
gies could  provide  greater  stability  at 
lower  levels  of  forces.  Or  we  could  en- 
counter a  darker  age  if  we  cannot  halt 
the  spread  of  weapons  that  put  nations 
on  a  hair-trigger — particularly,  if  we 
fail  to  make  progress  in  resolving  vol- 
atile regional  conflicts. 

Unlike  the  last  40  years,  the  task 
before  us  is,  therefore,  more  complex, 
and  it  is  more  nuanced.  It  has  become 
less  susceptible  to  the  grand  gesture, 
the  single  solution,  or  the  overarching 
doctrine.  We  face  a  see-saw  contest  on 
many  fronts. 


Leadership,  Realism,  and 
Bipartisanship 

Winston  Churchill  used  to  say  that  in 
confusing  situations  it  was  always  best 
to  resort  to  first  principles.  Those 
principles,  I  think,  begin  with  the  ne- 
cessity for  continued  American  leader- 
ship. As  the  world's  most  powerful 
democracy,  and  the  world's  largest 
economy,  we're  going  to  affect  the  fu- 
ture substantially,  whether  we  do  so 
deliberately  or  not.  We  can,  therefore, 
be  a  force  for  freedom  and  peaceful 
change  unlike  any  other  country  in  the 
world.  But  if  we  fail  to  do  so,  the  conse- 
quences will  surely  seek  us  out.  There 
is  no  place  to  run,  and  there  is  no  place 
to  hide.  We  must,  therefore,  use  Amer- 
ica's power  in  the  right  way,  and  we 
must  use  it  for  good. 

Our  leadership,  however,  must  be 
attuned  to  the  times.  Common  prob- 
lems and  still  powerful  adversaries 
make  our  increasingly  influential  allies 
more  important  than  ever  before  to 
success.  New  dangers,  such  as  terror- 
ism, the  international  narcotics  trade, 
and  the  degradation  of  the  natural  en- 
vironment, cannot  be  managed  by  one 
nation  alone.  These  realities  will  not 
permit  the  United  States  a  blind  isola- 
tionism or  a  reckless  unilateralism. 
Instead,  they  remind  us  of  America's 
unique  role:  we  are,  after  all,  simul- 
taneously a  tribune  for  democracy,  a 
catalyst  for  international  cooperation, 
and  the  guardian  of  America's  national 
interest. 

The  second  principle  is  that  Ameri- 
can leadership  must  be  realistic.  By 
that  I  mean  not  only  an  understanding 
of  the  way  the  world  works  but  also  a 
willingness  to  use  that  understanding 
to  change  the  world,  guided  by  those 
values  that  we  refer  to  as  American 
values  that  are  so  important  to  us. 

The  idea  that  American  moral  val- 
ues and  an  engaged  foreign  policy  are 
somehow  in  contradiction,  I  think,  is 
clearly  incorrect.  A  democratic  society 
will  not  long  support  a  policy  which  is 
at  variance  with  its  beliefs.  And  a  poli- 
cy that  does  not  serve  our  interests, 


even  if  it  makes  us  feel  very  good,  will 
be  ultimately  self-defeating.  Realism 
today  means  not  the  exclusion  of  values 
but  their  inclusion  as  the  guiding  light 
of  our  policy. 

And  the  third  and  final  principle 
is  bipartisanship.  Now  by  this  I  don't 
mean  a  cessation  of  debate  or  the  end  to 
the  constitutionally  designed  friction 
between  the  executive  and  the  Con- 
gress. Differing  perspectives  and  dif- 
ferent responsibilities  will  often  yield 
opposing  points  of  view.  The  demo- 
cratic process  nourishes  and  safe- 
guards the  right  to  disagree. 

Yet  when  all  is  finally  said,  some- 
thing must  then  be  done.  We  must  pro- 
ceed with  the  business  of  foreign  policy, 
and  when  we  do,  it's  best  that  we  do  so 
together,  if  we're  going  to  achieve  our 
national  objectives. 

Leadership,  realism,  and  bipar- 
tisanship— those  are  the  tools,  I  think, 
with  which  we  can  build  a  new  and 
promising  era.  We've  already  begun  to 
lay  the  foundation.  In  the  80  days  since 
President  Bush's  inauguration,  we  have 
moved  to  initiate  our  agenda  and  to  lay 
the  foundation  for  future  action.  Today, 
I  want  to  discuss  some  of  our  activities 
in  more  detail,  providing,  if  I  may,  a 
sense  of  how  they  fit  our  foreign  policy 
plan  for  the  future. 

Canada  and  Mexico 

First,  as  I  noted  in  my  confirmation 
hearings,  our  agenda  begins  with  the 
neighborhood,  the  countries  of  this  con- 
tinent. The  President  has  indicated  the 
importance  we  place  on  our  relation- 
ships with  both  Canada  and  Mexico. 
That  was  emphasized  by  his  early 
meetings  with  Prime  Minister  Mul- 
roney  and  with  President  Salinas.  Our 
dealings  with  these  two  vital  neighbors 
have  gone  beyond  the  merely  symbolic. 
We've  taken  the  initiative  on  two  issues 
which  are  at  the  top  of  their  respective 
agendas.  We  are  working  with  Mexico 
to  reduce  that  nation's  burden  of  debt. 
And  the  President  has  committed 
himself  to  introduce  legislation  that 
establishes  a  definite  timetable  for 
substantial  reductions  of  the  chemicals 
that  create  acid  rain. 
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Central  America 

Second,  we  have  reached  a  bipartisan 
consensus  on  a  plan  designed  to  lead 
Central  America  away  from  the  conflict 
of  recent  years  and  toward  a  future  of 
democracy  and  economic  progress. 
This  plan  addresses  a  problem  that  for 
too  long  has  not  only  divided  our  neigh- 
bors abroad  but,  indeed,  has  divided 
Americans  here  at  home. 

The  bipartisan  accord  signed  in 
March  clearly  states  the  objectives  of 
our  policy  toward  Nicaragua  and  our 
policy  toward  Central  America.  Those 
objectives  are  democracy,  an  end  to 
subversion  of  neighbors,  and  an  end  to 
Soviet-bloc  military  ties  that  threaten 
U.S.  and  regional  security.  The  accord 
draws  upon  the  Esquipulas  II  agree- 
ment, which  was  authored  by  President 
Arias  of  Costa  Rica,  and  the  efforts  of 
the  Central  American  nations  to  devel- 
op their  own  principles  for  freedom  and 
peace.  And  our  policy  emphasizes  that 
the  process  which  leads  to  these  goals 
must  be  based  on  credible  standards  of 
compliance,  strict  timetables  for  enfor- 
cement, and  effective  and  ongoing 
means  of  verification. 

The  accord  also  stipulates  that 
Congress  will  extend  humanitarian  as- 
sistance at  current  levels  to  the 
Nicaragua  Resistance  through  Febru- 
ary 28,  1990,  just  after  new  interna- 
tionally supervised  elections  are  to  be 
held  in  Nicaragua. 

This  new  American  policy — our 
"new  thinking,"  to  borrow  a  phrase — 
has  already  gained  the  support  of  the 
Central  American  democracies,  of 
Canada,  of  Venezuela  and  other  de- 
mocracies in  this  hemisphere  and  in 
Europe.  In  the  weeks  ahead,  we  intend 
to  build  on  this  support. 

Through  this  agreement,  we  are 
sending  an  important  message  to  the 
world:  Americans  can  unite  on  an  issue 
of  vital  national  interest.  We're  also 
sending  another  message:  our  hemi- 
sphere is  not,  and  should  not  be,  a 
dumping  ground  for  Soviet  arms  or  for 
a  failed  Soviet  ideology. 

Frankly,  we've  been  looking  for 
signs  of  new  thinking  from  Moscow  on 
this  issue.  Recently,  we  heard  some 
promising  words.  Standing  in  the  pres- 
ence of  Fidel  Castro,  Mr.  Gorbachev  de- 
clared, and  I  quote,  "We  are  resolutely 
against  any  theories  and  doctrines 
justifying  the  export  of  revolution  or 
counterrevolution  and  all  forms  of  for- 
eign interference  in  the  affairs  of  sover- 
eign nations." 


That  certainly  sounds  promising. 
We  hope  it's  going  to  prove  to  be  true. 
But  at  this  point,  the  Soviet  Union  con- 
tinues to  reject  President  Arias'  appeal 
to  give  the  slogan  of  new  thinking 
some  content.  Soviet  aid  to  Cuba  and 
Nicaragua  continues  to  support  subver- 
sion against  El  Salvador.  The  Soviet 
Union's  military  aid  to  Nicaragua  alone 
is  more  than  $500  million  a  year — five 
times  what  the  United  States  provides 
to  El  Salvador — and  far  in  excess  of 
any  legitimate  Soviet  security  con- 
cerns. As  a  consequence  of  that  aid, 
Nicaragua  now  fields  a  military  force 
far  in  excess  of  its  neighbors — in  fact, 
it  fields  the  largest  army  in  the  entire 
history  of  Central  America. 

So  we  call  again  upon  the  Soviet 
Government  to  think  anew  about  its  ac- 
tions here  in  our  hemisphere  and  about 
the  consequences  of  those  actions  for 
the  future. 

Middle  East 

The  third  area  where  we've  begun  to 
lay  a  foundation  for  peace  and  security 
is  in  the  Middle  East.  On  March  25,  we 
celebrated  the  10th  anniversary  of  the 
Egyptian-Israeli  Peace  Treaty.  But  to 
mark  the  anniversary  is  also  really,  I 
think,  to  realize  how  much  remains  un- 
done. And  all  we  have  to  do,  if  I  may  in- 
terject here,  is  to  read  the  newspapers 
this  morning  to  see  how  very  much 
does  remain  to  be  done.  The  daily  vio- 
lence in  the  West  Bank  and  Gaza — the 
stones  thrown,  the  lives  lost — are  all 
adding  to  an  already  bitter  legacy  of 
hatred  between  Arabs  and  Israelis. 

Last  week  President  Mubarak  of 
Egypt  and  [Israeli]  Prime  Minister 
Shamir  visited  Washington.  His  Majes- 
ty, King  Hussein  of  Jordan,  will  be 
visiting  us  next  week. 

I  do  not  doubt  that  after  so  many 
years  of  strife,  there  is  a  very  deep 
yearning  on  the  part  of  all  for  peace. 
But  it's  also  clear,  I  think,  that  the  sub- 
stantive gap  between  the  parties  is  far 
too  wide,  and  the  atmosphere  is  far  too 
clouded  by  violence  and  tension  and 
mistrust  to  launch  negotiations  now. 
We  have,  therefore,  been  stressing  for 
2  months  the  need  for  a  step-by-step 
process.  Its  purpose  is  to  reduce  ten- 
sions, to  promote  dialogue  between  Is- 
raelis and  Palestinians,  and  to  build  an 
environment  that  can  sustain  negotia- 
tions on  interim  arrangements  and  per- 
manent status. 


Last  week,  Prime  Minister  Shamir 
responded.  He  made  clear  that  the  sta- 
tus quo  was  unacceptable.  He  also  em- 
phasized Israel's  desire  to  advance  a 
political  process  that  might  lead  ulti- 
mately to  a  settlement.  He  proposed 
elections  in  the  territories  for  Pales- 
tinian representatives  prepared  to 
negotiate  an  interim  agreement.  The 
process  would  culminate  in  negotia- 
tions on  final  status.  And  he  said  that 
in  those  negotiations,  all  options  would 
be  open.  All  parties  could  bring  their 
preferred  positions  to  the  table,  and 
all,  of  course,  would  have  to  find  the 
ultimate  outcome  acceptable. 

This,  we  think,  is  a  positive  step 
and  a  step  that  is  worthy  of  further 
consideration  and  development.  In  com- 
ing weeks,  we  will  be  discussing  with 
Israel  and  the  Arabs  the  details  of 
these  ideas;  how  we  might  build  on 
them;  how  they  fit  into  a  larger  picture 
of  setting  the  stage  for  direct  negotia- 
tions. We  have  embarked,  if  I  may  say 
so,  on  a  step-by-step  approach  that  fits 
our  view  of  how  to  progress  on  this 
most  difficult  of  conflicts. 

East-West  Relations 

The  next  and  fourth  area  where  we've 
focused  our  early  efforts  concerns  our 
preparations  for  further  improvement 
in  East-West  relations.  Of  all  of  the 
changes  we've  seen  over  the  past  de- 
cade, those  in  the  Soviet  Union  are 
truly  the  most  remarkable.  Soviet 
troops  have  left  Afghanistan.  The  INF 
[Intermediate-Range  Nuclear  Forces] 
Treaty  is  being  carried  out.  Some  po- 
litical prisoners  have  been  released. 
Emigration  has  increased,  and  it's  in- 
creased dramatically.  And  a  kind  of 
democratization — something,  I  think, 
that's  still  far  from  democracy,  but, 
nevertheless,  a  kind  of  democra- 
tization— has  begun. 

The  political  and  economic  reforms 
undertaken  by  General  Secretary  Gor- 
bachev, however,  also  have  revealed  a 
vast  sea  of  discontent.  Virtually  every 
facet  of  Soviet  life  and  Soviet  history 
has  been  subjected  to  critical  comment. 
A  similar  wave  of  discontent  has 
washed  over  countries  throughout  cen- 
tral and  Eastern  Europe.  The  reac- 
tions, of  course,  have  not  been  uniform. 
Some  countries  stand  against  change. 
Others  have  altered  their  political  and 
economic  systems  to  a  degree  which  we 
once  thought  was  unattainable. 

The  unprecedented  roundtable 
agreements  reached  in  Poland  a  week 


10 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/June  1989 


9HBM 


THE  SECRETARY 


ago  are  indicative  of  such  changes  in 
the  communist  world.  Seven  years  ago 
candles  were  lit  in  support  of  Poland's 
repressed  free  trade  union,  Solidarity. 
Now,  I  think  we  all  agree  that  hope  has 
been  rekindled.  Poland  has  taken  an 
important  step  away  from  totalitaria- 
nism, although  democracy  is  far  from 
having  been  achieved. 

In  Vienna,  I  hailed  the  changes  in 
the  East  as  a  sign  above  all  that  the 
Western  vision  of  freedom,  peace,  and 
democracy  had  prevailed.  We  and  our 
allies,  working  together,  held  this  vi- 
sion aloft  for  four  full  decades.  Now  a 
new  sense  of  realism  in  the  Kremlin 
confirms,  I  think,  the  success  of  our 
efforts. 

I  can  say  that  we  very  much  wish 
Mr.  Gorbachev  well  in  his  attempt  to 
reform  the  Soviet  Union.  We  have  abso- 
lutely no  interest  whatsoever  in  the 
failure  of  perestroika.  We  like  the  con- 
cept of  new  thinking  in  foreign  and  de- 
fense policy.  And  we  look  forward  to 
the  resumption  of  negotiations  to  com- 
plete a  new  treaty  that  reduces  strate- 
gic arms. 

Simply  stated,  our  overall  purpose 
is  to  deepen  and  to  broaden  our  cooper- 
ative relationship,  especially  on  re- 
gional issues. 

Yet  I  think  it  is  too  soon  to  con- 
clude that  the  Soviet  policies  most 
troubling  to  the  West  are,  in  fact,  gone 
forever.  The  progress  made  so  far  on 
arms  control  has  not  changed  the  fact 
that  the  Soviet  Union  remains  a  heavi- 
ly armed  superpower  with  a  global  mil- 
itary reach.  Lately,  there  have  been 
signs  of  a  more  constructive  Soviet  ap- 
proach, one  which  recognizes  the  need 
to  eliminate  the  capabilities  for  sur- 
prise attack.  But  I  think  this  oppor- 
tunity needs  to  be  probed,  it  needs  to 
be  examined,  and  it  needs  to  be  devel- 
oped. As  real  as  the  possibilities  may 
be,  I  don't  think  we  are  there  yet. 

Indeed,  there  remain  too  many 
areas  where  the  slogans  of  new  think- 
ing lack  content.  Let  me  cite  a  couple 
of  examples. 

•  Moscow  has  declared  that  every 
member  state  of  the  socialist  family  has 
the  right  to  pursue  its  own  way,  but 
Moscow  has  refused  to  renounce  the 
Brehznev  doctrine  that  still  over- 
shadows the  countries  dominated  by 
theU.S.S.R. 

•  The  Soviet  Union  seeks  reduced 
military  force  levels  on  the  dividing- 
line  in  Europe  but  still  refuses  to  re- 
move the  Berlin  Wall  and  other  real- 
ities of  the  division  of  Europe  imposed 
by  Soviet  force. 


•  General  Secretary  Gorbachev  has 
declared  that  the  "most  immediate  task 
now  is  to  settle  regional  conflicts,"  to 
use  his  words.  But,  as  I  noted  a  mo- 
ment ago,  Moscow  refuses  to  put  meat 
on  the  bones  of  the  new  thinking  where 
Central  America  is  concerned. 

•  General  Secretary  Gorbachev  last 
week  described  the  Middle  East  as  a 
ver'table  tinderbox.  But  what  are  we  to 
make  of  the  Soviet  sale  of  sophisticated 
high-performance  bombers  to  Libya — a 
state  which  supports  terrorism  in  Eu- 
rope as  well  as  elsewhere?  And  while 
we're  at  it,  let  me  ask,  how  does  this 
sale  assist  the  worldwide  effort,  which 
Moscow  says  they  support,  to  control 
chemical  weapons  that  Libya  is  deve- 
loping at  its  Rabta  plant? 

These  and  other  issues  will  be  on 
my  agenda  when  I  meet  with  Foreign 
Minister  Shevardnadze  in  May. 

I  believe  strongly  that  U.S. -Soviet 
relations  have  the  potential  to  become 
far  more  cooperative.  In  fact,  we  will 
be  discussing  some  new  subjects,  in- 
cluding international  environmental 
issues,  narcotics  trafficking,  and 
terrorism  at  our  ministerial  meeting  in 
May.  We  can  stimulate  more  new  think- 
ing, filling  the  slogans  with  content,  I 
think,  and  extending  the  range  of  our 
cooperation. 

The  United  States  and  Its  Allies 

That  brings  me  to  the  fifth  and  final 
area  where  we've  been  working  stead- 
ily since  January.  Ultimately,  the  suc- 
cess of  our  East-West  policy  depends  on 
our  West-West  policy — the  ability  of  the 
United  States  and  its  allies  to  work  to- 
gether. Our  collective  strength — not 
only  Soviet  domestic  weakness  but  our 
collective  strength — has  set  the  stage 
for  the  remarkable  realism  we've  seen 
in  Moscow  thus  far. 

The  Soviet  Union,  however,  is  not 
the  only  reason  for  our  alliances  and 
not  the  only  reason  for  our  friendships. 
Over  the  past  40  years,  we  have  con- 
structed strong  political,  military,  and 
economic  relationships,  bound  together 
by  common  values  and  fundamental 
interests. 

Through  the  success  of  our  poli- 
cies, enormous  changes  have  taken 
place  for  the  better.  Today,  our  allies 
are  strong  and  prosperous;  the  United 
States  is  not  the  only  source  of  initia- 
tives or  resources.  Yet  it  remains  the 
case,  as  I  stated  earlier,  that  we  play  a 
unique  role  as  a  catalyst  for  coopera- 
tion. That,  of  course,  calls  for  a  cre- 
ative and  active  leadership. 


We  have,  therefore,  begun  exten- 
sive consultations  with  our  allies  and 
friends  on  problems  of  common  inter- 
est. I  have  visited  my  counterparts  in 
all  15  NATO  capitals,  and  we  met  again 
in  Vienna  at  the  start  of  the  convention- 
al arms  control  negotiations.  The  Presi- 
dent, of  course,  has  been  to  Japan,  to 
Korea,  and  to  the  People's  Republic  of 
China.  Over  the  next  2  months,  we  will 
be  going  to  Europe  again  for  NATO's 
40th  anniversary  summit  and  for  the 
annual  economic  summit  in  Paris. 
From  these  discussions  a  common 
program  will  emerge  that  will  not 
only  deal  with  East-West  issues  but 
will  deal  with  all  of  the  challenges 
before  us. 

Conclusion 

So  let  me  conclude  this  review  of  80 
days  around  the  world,  if  I  might,  with 
the  following  observation.  De  Tocque- 
ville  noted  long  ago  that  democracies 
usually  lack  secrecy,  speed,  and 
cohesion  in  the  conduct  of  their  di- 
plomacy. I  would  accept  that — and  I 
would  add  to  it — that  these  problems 
are  multiplied  in  an  alliance  of 
democracies. 

Yet  the  diplomatic  style  of  the  de- 
mocracies may  be  well-suited  to  the 
complex  age  which  is  before  us.  He- 
roes, like  miracles,  occasionally 
emerge  from  history,  but  we  cannot 
count  on  either  heroes  or  miracles  to 
safeguard  our  interests.  And  in  any 
event,  the  common  people  must  live 
with  the  consequences.  That,  of  course, 
is  America — the  adventure  of  the  com- 
mon man  and  woman.  That  is 
democracy — the  safeguarding  of  free- 
dom for  all,  not  just  for  a  few. 

Consultation  and  consensus,  the 
careful  movements  of  a  step-by-step 
program,  and  slow  but  steady  change 
for  the  better  are  the  ways  of  democ- 
racy— they  are  the  ways  that  suit 
us  best. 


•Press  release  65. 
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Secretary's  Interview  on 

"This  Week  With  David  Brinkley" 


Secretary  Baker  was  interviewed 
on  ABC-TV's  "This  Week  With  David 
Brinkley"  on  April  9,  1989,  by  David 
Brinkley  and  Sam  Donaldson,  ABC 
News,  and  George  F.  Will,  ABC  News 
analyst.1 

Q.  You  heard  [Israeli]  Prime  Minis- 
ter Shamir  [previous  guest].  Do  you 
hear  anything  new? 

A.  I  think  it  was  interesting  that 
the  Prime  Minister  said  that  we  were 
in  the  process,  really,  of  starting  a 
political  negotiation.  He  said  that  that 
political  negotiation  ultimately  would 
consider  matters  of  permanent  status; 
and  he  said,  in  effect,  that  all  options 
would  be  considered  during  that  nego- 
tiation, particularly  the  one  involving 
permanent  status.  I  think  this  is  new.  I 
believe  it's  different,  really,  than  Camp 
David — it's  not  just  warmed-over  Camp 
David — and  I  think  it  is  a  very  useful 
first  step  that  will  enable  us,  hopefully, 
to  engage  Arabs  and  Israelis  in  a  nego- 
tiation that  might  lead  to  peace. 

Is  it  a  small  step?  Yes,  it's  a  small 
step.  But  as  someone  indicated  a  couple 
of  days  ago,  this  is  the  most  intractable 
foreign  policy  problem  that  many  U.S. 
Administrations  have  faced,  and  we 
ought  not  to  be  dissatisfied  with  small 
steps. 

Q.  Even  though  a  small  step,  the 
Palestinians  have  already  rejected  it 
or  opposed  it. 

A.  That's  correct.  We  think  it  has 
potential,  and  we  hope  that  anyone  who 
is  interested  in  peace  would  give  it  a 
chance.  There  are  positions  that  have 
been  taken  on  the  other  side  as  well 
that  some  would  characterize  as  per- 
haps too  rigid,  and  we  will  hope  that 
there  is  a  potential  for  some  of  those 
to  moderate  as  we  go  through  this 
process. 

Q.  I  would  like  to  go  back  to  this 
very  basic  question  raised  by  the 
President's  statement  about  Israel 
leaving  the  occupied  territories,  and 
that  is:  What  is  the  U.S.  position  as 
to  whom  those  territories  belong?  Is 
it  still  the  U.S.  position  that  the  West 
Hank  is  part  of  the  unallocated  por- 
tion of  the  Palestine  mandate  be- 
longing neither  to  Jordan  nor  Israel 
nor  anyone  else  until  negotiation  be- 
tween the  two  parties  directly? 


A.  It's  the  U.S.  position  that  the 
permanent  status  of  those  territories 
will  not  be  determined  except  through 
direct  negotiations  between  the  par- 
ties, and  whatever  those  direct  negotia- 
tions bring  about  that  lead  to  peace 
will  be  supported  by  the  United  States. 

Q.  The  "parties"  being? 

A.  Being  Israelis  and  the 
Palestinians. 

Q.  Jordanians? 
A.  Palestinians. 

Q.  What  happened  to  [UN  Secu- 
rity Council  Resolutions]  242  and  338? 

A.  [Resolutions]  242  and  338  we 
support. 

Q.  Then  is  it— 

A.  And  we  support — 

Q.  I  didn't  realize  that  242  said 
through  negotiations  those  territories 
may,  in  fact,  become  Israeli  land. 

A.  But  we  also  support  the  idea  of 
direct  negotiations.  We  do  support,  as 
you  know — and  we  differ  here  from  the 
position  of  Israel — we  support  terri- 
tory for  peace.  We  support  direct  nego- 
tiations, though  that  will  provide  for 
Israeli  security  and  for  Palestinian  po- 
litical rights. 

Q.  But  the  Prime  Minister  just 
indicated  that  the  intifada — the 
uprising — which  is  now  in  its  17th 
month  on  the  West  Bank  and  Gaza, 
must  stop  before  he  can  proceed  with 
elections  toward  this  autonomy  plan. 
Do  you  think  that's  a  reasonable 
position? 

A.  I  think  that  what  the  Prime 
Minister  said,  if  I  could  interpret  his 
remarks,  is  that  it's  pretty  tough  to 
conduct  fair  and  democratic  elections  in 
an  atmosphere  of  violence.  I  do  not 
read  him  to  be  saying  that,  as  a  re- 
quirement for  negotiations  with  Pal- 
estinians about  how  the  elections  will 
be  handled,  what  the  details  will  be, 
what  the  modalities  will  be,  there 
somehow  has  to  be  an  end  to  the  inti- 
fada in  advance.  I  don't  think  that 
would  work,  and  I  don't  think  that  that 
is  something  the  Palestinians  would 
agree  to. 


Q.  We  didn't  ask  him  that.  As  far 
as  negotiating  toward  reaching  a 
process  to  hold  elections  to  find  peo- 
ple to  negotiate,  we  didn't  ask  him 
that  question. 

A.  But  you  have  to  do  that.  It  is  a 
step-by-step  process.  As  we  have  been 
saying  for  some  time,  I  think,  we  have 
got  to  find  ways  to  improve  the  climate 
on  the  ground,  to  improve  the  atmos- 
phere if  we  are  ever  going  to  find  the 
parties  in  direct  negotiations  that 
could  lead  to  peace. 

Q.  Will  people  in  east  Jerusa- 
lem be  allowed  to  vote?  Would 
Palestinians — 

A.  That's  a  good  example  of  the 
kinds  of  details  and  questions  that  will 
have  to  be  answered — 


Q.  What  do  you  say  the  answer 


is.' 


A.  — not  just  Palestinians  in  east 
Jerusalem  but  what  about  Palestinians 
outside  of  the  territories?  It's  one  of — 

Q.  What  about  them?  Let  me  ask 
you  whether  you  think  they  should  be 
allowed  to  vote. 

A.  Let  me  say  that  the  only  way 
we're  going  to  make  progress  here  is 
not  to  set  hard-and-fast  preconditions 
before  we  get  this  process  of  negotia- 
tions started.  That's  one  of  the  things, 
frankly,  that  Palestinians  and  Israelis 
are  going  to  have  to  decide  with  re- 
spect to  these  elections:  Who  is  eligible 
to  vote?  After  these  people  are  elected, 
what  is  going  to  be  their  responsibility? 
What  is  it  that  they're  going  to  do? 
How  will  that  fit  in  with  the  negotia- 
tions on  permanent  status?  All  these 
things  have  to  be  determined. 

Q.  A  few  minutes  ago,  in  Jerusa- 
lem, Shimon  Peres,  the  Finance  Min- 
ister in  the  Israeli  Government,  said 
they  are  now  negotiating  with  the 
PLO  [Palestine  Liberation  Organiza- 
tion], with  the  United  States  as 
mediator,  and  they  have  abandoned 
their  refusal  to  talk  to  the  PLO  so 
long  as  the  United  States  is  doing  the 
talking  for  them.  As  you  heard,  we 
asked  the  Prime  Minister  about  that, 
and  he  didn't  want  to  discuss  it.  They 
are,  of  course,  political  rivals;  you 
might  say  enemies.  What  is  your  view 
of  it?  Is  that  actually  what's  going 
on? 

A.  I  don't  think  I  should  character- 
ize it  and  judge  it,  if  the  Prime  Minis- 
ter of  Israel  is  unwilling  to  do  so.  It's 
not  up  to  me,  I  don't  think,  to  make  a 
judgment  about  whether  they  feel  they 
are  negotiating  with  the  PLO.  I'm  quite 
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sure  they  do  not  feel  that  way,  and  they 
are  very  adamant  in  their  determina- 
tion not  to.  Anyway,  I  don't  know  ex- 
actly what  the  Peres  statement  said. 
I've  only  heard  what  I  just  heard  on  the 
program. 

Q.  Do  you  believe  that  a  Pales- 
tinian state  on  the  West  Bank  would 
be  economically  or  politically  viable? 

A.  It's  the  position  of  the  United 
States  now  that  we  do  not  support  an 
independent  Palestinian  state  nor  do 
we  support,  though,  the  extension  of  Is- 
rael's sovereignty  over  the  occupied  ter- 
ritories or  their  occupation  thereof. 

Q.  I  don't  think  many  people  be- 
lieve, looking  at  the  outer  limits  of 
possible  negotiations,  that  Israel  ever 
again  will  be  9  miles  wide  at  the  La- 
trun  Salient  nor  do  they  believe  that 
Jerusalem  will  be  ever  again  divided. 
Jerusalem — is  that  the  capital  of 
Israel? 

A.  We  think  Jerusalem  should  re- 
main undivided,  and  we  think  that  its 
status  as  such  should  be  subject  to — 

Q.  Is  it  the  capital  of  Israel? 

A.  — subject  to  negotiations. 

Q.  The  Israelis  say  it's  the 
capital. 

A.  It  should  be  subject  to  negotia- 
tion and  determined  by  negotiation.  As 
you  know,  we  continue  to  maintain  our 
Embassy  in  Tel  Aviv. 

Q.  Why  is  Israel  the  only  nation 
with  which  the  United  States  has  dip- 
lomatic relations  that  doesn't  get  to, 
in  the  eyes  of  the  American  Govern- 
ment, say  what  its  capital  is? 

A.  It's  a  question  that  we  really 
feel  can  only  be  resolved  through  nego- 
tiations, as  I  just  said.  That's  our  posi- 
tion, and  we're  sticking  with  it. 

Q.  You  just  heard  the  Prime  Min- 
ister duck  the  question  as  to  whether 
they  would  bomb  Iraq  again  if  Iraq 
was  about  to  develop  a  nuclear  poten- 
tial. What  would  be  our  view  of  such 
an  Israeli  raid  once  more? 

A.  You'll  see  me  duck  equally 
quickly  a  question  like  that.  It's  highly 
speculative,  and  I  really  shouldn't 
answer. 

Q.  We  are  all  hearing,  as  you 
are — I  suppose  you  could  call  it  a  cho- 
rus of  complaint — that  the  Bush  Ad- 
ministration is  not  being  responsive 
to  the  various  initiatives  offered  by 
Mikhail  Gorbachev — his  ideas,  his 
promises,  so  on  and  so  on — and  we 


seem  to  be  ignoring  them  and  not  re- 
sponding in  any  way.  What  would  you 
say  to  that? 

A.  I  think  I'd  say  the  same  thing 
the  President  said  in  his  press  confer- 
ence of  a  day  or  so  ago  where  he  said  we 
have  said  from  day  one  that  we're  going 
to  be  prudent  and  realistic  in  the  way 
that  we  approach  this  relationship;  and 
we're  going  to  conduct  certain  policy 
reviews  which  we  think  we  should  con- 
duct; and  when  we're  ready  to  talk, 
we'll  talk. 

He  said  the  day  before  yesterday, 
when  we're  ready  to  talk,  we'll  talk. 
And  when  we're  ready  to  talk,  we  will 
talk.  We  are  conducting  a  policy 
review — 

Q.  That  doesn't  seem  to  be  much 
of  a  policy,  though. 

A.  We  have  told  the  Soviets,  as 
long  ago  as  a  month,  in  my  meeting 
with  [Foreign]  Minister  Shevardnadze, 
that  we  anticipated  these  reviews 
would  be  completed  about  the  end  of 
April  and  that  we  would  be  prepared  to 
discuss  some  of  these  issues  in  the  con- 
text of  our  meeting  in  Moscow  on  the 
10th  or  11th  of  May.  They've  known  what 
our  timeframe  and  timetable  were  for 
quite  some  time.  So  it's  sort  of  interest- 
ing to  see  this  statement  only  coming 
out  now. 

Q.  Just  to  answer  some  of  the 
complaint,  the  Soviet  Union  has  been 
there  quite  a  long  time.  We  have 
known  all  about  it  for  quite  a  long 
time.  What  sort  of  review  is  taking 
place  that  is  taking  weeks,  months? 

A.  The  principal  review  is  that  we 
have  got  to  make  some  decisions  on 
strategic  modernization  with  respect  to 
the  land-based  leg  of  our  triad.  That  is 
a  matter  that  does  not  involve  the  fact 
that  the  Soviet  Union  has  been  there  a 
long  time;  it's  a  very  important  decision 
we  have  to  make,  and  it  could  impact 
the  negotiating  positions  that  we  will 
take  in  the  resumption  of  the  strategic 
arms  reduction  talks  (START).  It's  a 
very  important  review. 

Q.  Two  recent  Gorbachev  pro- 
posals that  some  people  say  have  less 
there  than  meets  the  ear:  one  is  the 
closing  of  some  plants  making 
weapons-grade  plutonium.  Is  that  a 
significant  step,  or  does  the  Soviet 
Union  have  sufficient  already? 

A.  It's  great  words.  I  don't  think 
it's  much  by  way  of  deeds.  It's  good 
rhetoric.  They've  got  plenty. 


Q.  Mr.  Gorbachev  also  said  some- 
thing about — and  it's  unclear  what  all 
the  strings  attached  were — ending 
arms  shipments  to  Latin  America. 
Some  people  say  it's  equivalent  to  say- 
ing they'll  get  out  of  our  backyard  if 
we'll  get  out  of  our  backyard.  What 
was  required  of  the  United  States  for 
them  to  stop  arms  shipments? 

A.  What  I  thought  was  significant 
with  respect  to  what  he  said  in  Cuba 
was  that  they  were  opposed  to  the  ex- 
port of  revolution.  We  hope  so.  We'd 
like  to  see  that.  We'd  like  to  see  some 
content  put  on  that  new  thinking. 

But  with  specific  reference  to  arms 
to  Nicaragua,  we  again  raised,  a  month 
ago  with  the  Soviets,  our  concern  about 
that;  and  the  response  was,  "If  you  stop 
supporting  governments  in  Central 
America — primarily  democratically 
elected  governments — we  will  stop  sup- 
porting Nicaragua."  And,  of  course, 
that  is  a  non-starter  for  us,  and  we  so 
told  them. 

Q.  I'd  like  to  ask  you  two  ques- 
tions about  topics  that  have  recently 
consumed  us  on  Sundays  and  then 
sort  of  disappeared.  Some  while  ago 
we  asked  Mr.  Noriega,  in  effect,  to  go 
away  because  we  didn't  like  him.  He 
declined  to  go.  Is  U.S.  policy  there 
now  just  flat  a  failure,  to  get  rid  of 
Noriega? 

A.  We  haven't  been  able  to  get  rid 
of  him.  Our  policy  is  still  that  we  will 
not  be  able  to  normalize  relations  with 
Panama  as  long  as  he  remains  in  power. 
But  we  are  only  about  a  month  away 
now  from  an  election  in  Panama  which 
could  provide  the  result  we're  talking 
about.  It  will  be  very  interesting  to  see 
what  Gen.  Noriega  does;  whether  he 
will  permit  free  and  fair  elections  in 
Panama  or  whether  he  will  attempt  to 
steal  this  election,  because  I  think  that 
could  change  attitudes  significantly  in 
Latin  America. 

Q.  What's  your  judgment  on  what 
he  will  do? 

A.  I'm  not  really  sure.  We  are  a 
month  away.  There  is  some  indication 
that  he  very  much  wants  to  hold  on  to 
power.  We've  known  from  experience  in 
the  past  he  would  not  be  reluctant  to 
try  and  steal  it  if  he  thought  he  could 
get  away  with  it. 

Q.  A  few  months  ago,  in  January, 
the  topic  on  everyone's  lips  in  Wash- 
ington was  the  poison  gas  plant  in 
Libya.  That  seems  also  to  have  just 
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gone  off  the  radar  screen.  What,  if 
anything,  are  we  going  to  do  about  it, 
or  have  we  just  reconciled  ourselves 
to  it  continuing?I  can't  give  you  any 
specific  information  on  that  other  than 
to  say  we  are  continuing  to  monitor 
that  situation.  We're  continuing  to  look 
into  it.  We  view  something  like  that 
very,  very  seriously;  and  we  consider  it 
very  grave. 

Q.  We  had  a  report  that  we  were 
going  to  close  the  Afghan  Embassy 
here  in  Washington.  Are  you  going  to 
do  that? 

A.  No. 

Q.  Not  whatsoever? 
A.  No. 

Q.  Now  or  in  the  future? 

A.  Check  your  sources. 

Q.  I  guess  we're  coming  to  one  of 
the  best  people. 

A.  Let  me  back  up  and  say  to  you 
that  it's  a  matter  that  at  some  point  we 
will  have  to  consider.  But  I  think  your 
report  suggested  we  had  made  a  deci- 
sion, and  a  decision  has  not  been  made. 

Q.  Going  back  to  the  idea  that 
you're  not  going  to  answer  a  question 
as  to  what  our  attitude  would  be  if  Is- 
rael were  to  bomb  the  plant  in  Iraq, 
can  you  say  that  if  we  asked  that 
about  any  other  country,  why,  you 
would  view  with  alarm  and  you  would 
send  warnings.  Are  you  giving  Israel 
a  green  light  to  do  that? 

A.  No,  we  are  not  doing  that.  I'm 
simply  refusing  to  speculate  or  hypoth- 
esize with  you  on  something  that's  a 
very,  very  hypothetical  situation. 

Q.  It's  not  hypothetical.  They  did 
it  in  1981  or  1982. 

A.  But  it  is  hypothetical  in  the 
context  that  we're  speaking  now.  I 
think  the  important  thing  there  is  that 
Israel  is  a  close  ally  of  the  United 
States.  Our  commitment — enduring 
commitment — to  Israel's  security  and 
survival  is  very,  very  strong.  At  the 
same  time,  we  don't  expect  to  surprise 
Israel,  and  we  expect  Israel  not  to  sur- 
prise us. 

Q.  The  Soviet  sub  that  has  sunk, 
do  we  have  any  more  information  as 
to  whether  there  is  any  problem  with 
radioactivity? 

A.  I  have  no  information  other 
than  what's  been  reported  this 
morning. 


Q.  There  have  been  extraordi- 
nary developments  in  Poland  and  else- 
where in  Eastern  Europe.  As  a  way  of 
encouraging  movements  toward  plu- 
ralism, might  the  President  visit 
Eastern  Europe  on  his  trip,  I  guess, 
to  France  in  July? 

A.  There  has  to,  of  course,  be  con- 
sideration of  something  like  that. 
There's  been  no  decision  made  with  re- 
spect to  whether  he  will  or  will  not  do 
so.  He's  particularly  interested,  as  you 
know,  in  Poland.  He  made  a  trip  there 
as  Vice  President. 

The  changes  that  are  taking  place 
in  Poland  are  really  very  revolutionary. 
I  think  I  may  have  mentioned  when  we 
were  in  Vienna  talking  to  the  Polish 
Foreign  Minister  and  his  team,  it  was 
fascinating  to  see  them  there  across  the 
table  from  us  having  a  friendly  debate 
about  whether  they  should  go  to  an 
American-style  presidency  or  a  French- 
style  presidency  in  Poland.  So  that's 
how  far  we've  come  in  the  space  of — 


Q.  Are  you  sure  the  Soviet  Union 
will  let  them  do  either? 

A.  — a  year.  No  one  can  be  sure. 

Q.  Is  the  Brezhnev  doctrine 
dead? 

A.  No  one  can  be  sure  about  that. 
I  hope  it's  dead.  We've  called  on  them  to 
repudiate  it,  and  so  far  they  haven't 
done  so  in  so  many  words. 

Q.  This  is  a  very  long  leap — and  I 
don't  expect  a  precise  answer  and  we 
won't  hold  you  to  it— but  I  would  like 
to  have  your  opinion.  Could  this  be 
the  beginning  of  the  end  of  the  Rus- 
sian empire  in  central  and  Eastern 
Europe? 

A.  That  is  a  very  long  leap.  What  I 
hope  we're  going  to  see  is  a  continuing 
move  toward  pluralism  in  Eastern  Eu- 
rope, continuing  moves  toward  free- 
market  economics,  the  kinds  of  things 
that  we  believe  in  which  have  suc- 
ceeded so  spectacularly  in  the  West. 
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Secretary  Baker  was  interviewed 
by  Morton  Kondracke  for  the  PBS 
program  "American  Interests" 
on  April  19,  1989,  and  broadcast  on 
April  22. } 

Q.  You're  about  to  head  off  to  Mo- 
scow in  May  for  a  meeting  with  For- 
eign Minister  Shevardnadze  and 
probably  with  Mikhail  Gorbachev. 

Can  we  expect  the  scheduling  of  a 
Bush-Gorbachev  summit  to  come  out 
of  these  talks  that  you're  going  to 
have? 

A.  I  don't  think  we  ought  to  antici- 
pate that.  I  think  it  would  be  more 
likely  that  we  could  probably  discuss  in 
some  detail  the  rescheduling  of  the 
strategic  arms  negotiations. 

We're  hopeful  that  we'll  be  able  to 
do  that,  but  I'm  not  going  to  suggest 
that  we're  going  to  come  out  of  that 
meeting  with  a  summit  date.  Now  we'll 
probably  talk  about  the  possibility  of  a 
summit  and  that  sort  of  thing,  but  then 
we  talked  about  that  at  our  last  meet- 
ing as  well. 


Q.  But  are  you  flatly  saying  that 
you're  not  going  to  come  out  after 
this  meeting  with  a  summit  date? 

A.  No.  I'm  not  saying  that.  But  I 
don't  want  to  leave  you  with  the  idea 
that  that's  something  we're  seeking  to 
accomplish  at  this  meeting.  It  really 
isn't.  I  think  that  the  subject  will  prob- 
ably be  raised,  but  we're  not  going  over 
there  with  the  idea  in  mind  that  we're 
going  to  set  a  summit  date. 

Q.  What  is  your  attitude  toward 
summits?  Do  you  think  they  ought  to 
be  a  regular  thing,  or  should  they  be 
saved  for  special  business? 

A.  I  think  there's  an  argument 
both  ways,  and  I  understand  your  argu- 
ment about  regularizing  them,  so  that 
they  don't  become  such  a  big,  dramatic 
media  event  and  don't  get  the  kind  of 
hype  that  they  get  when  they're  not 
regularized.  That's  a  valid  argument. 

On  the  other  hand,  we've  regu- 
larized other  meetings  in  the  past,  and 
sometimes  they  tended  to  degenerate 
as  a  consequence  of  that.  So  that's  the 
counterargument. 
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Q.  So  you  are,  though,  going  to 
schedule  the  resumption  of  START 
[strategic  arms  reduction  talks]? 

A.  We  hope  to  do  that.  That's  one 
of  the  things  that  we  would  like  to  be 
able  to  come  out  of  that  ministerial 
with — a  broad  range  of  dates  anyway 
for  resumption  of  the  strategic  arms 
negotiations. 

Q.  What  are  we  talking  about? 
June  or — 

A.  I  don't  want  to  prejudge  that. 
We  need  to  really  talk  to  the  Soviets 
about  that  before  you  and  I  set  the  date 
here. 

Q.  Let  me  come  back  to  arms 
control  in  a  second.  But  there  are  sto- 
ries around  that  you  plan  to  link  the 
START  process  with  Central  Amer- 
ica, with  the  continuation  of  Soviet 
aid  to  Nicaragua;  that  somehow  we 
would  hold  up  START  in  order  to  get 
them  to  cut  off  aid  to  Nicaragua.  Is 
that  true? 

A.  If  we  were  going  to  do  that,  I 
wouldn't  be  talking  to  you  about  it.  But 
I  don't  think  that  it's  unrealistic  for  us 
to  talk  with  the  Soviets  across  a  broad 
range  of  issues.  Certainly  we're  going 
to  be  talking  to  them  about  their  ac- 
tions in  Central  America.  We're  not 
going  to  be  going  over  there  and  draw- 
ing a  specific  linkage  with  respect  to 
the  two. 

No — I  think  it's  important  that  we 
continue  our  dialogue  with  the  Soviets 
across  the  broad  range  of  issues  that 
have  always  characterized  that  dia- 
logue: arms  control,  regional  issues,  bi- 
lateral issues,  human  rights.  And,  of 
course,  I  suggested  that  we  add  yet  an- 
other category — the  global  issues  or 
transnational  issues  such  as  the  envi- 
ronment, terrorism,  and  drugs — and 
the  Soviets  have  agreed  to  do  that. 

Q.  Suppose  the  Soviets  tried 
some  linkage  on  you,  and  they  say, 
"Okay,  you  want  us  to  stop  giving 
military  aid  to  Nicaragua.  Why  don't 
you  stop  giving  military  aid  to  the 
mujahidin  in  our  back  yard  in  Af- 
ghanistan?" What  would  you  say  if 
they  do  that? 

A.  If  they  said  that,  I  would  proba- 
bly respond  that  they're  supplying 
roughly  $500  million  of  military  equip- 
ment to  Nicaragua  every  year,  and 
we're  not  supplying  any  military  equip- 
ment and  haven't  since  February  of 
1988  to  the  Nicaraguan  Resistance. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  the  Afghan 
resistance? 

A.  No.  To  the  Nicaraguan  Resis- 
tance. So  we  start  off  with  a  $500  mil- 
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lion  to  nothing  slate  there.  Further- 
more, what  they're  supplying  the 
Nicaraguan  Government  dwarfs  what 
we  might  be  giving  some  of  those  demo- 
cratic governments  in  the  region. 

As  far  as  Afghanistan  is  con- 
cerned, they  are  funneling  massive 
amounts  of  military  assistance,  equip- 
ment, and  supplies  to  the  puppet  re- 
gime in  Kabul.  So  the  two  situations,  I 
will  argue,  are  simply  not  comparable. 
We're  not  supplying  anything  to  the 
Nicaraguan  Resistance. 

They're  supporting  this  puppet 
regime  in  Kabul,  and  we're  really  seek- 
ing, as  we  have  always  been  seeking, 
the  right  of  self-determination  for  the 
Afghan  people. 

Q.  So  you  will  flatly  refuse 
to  link  those  things — to  link 
Afghanistan — 

A.  Your  question  a  minute  ago — 
your  hypothetical  question — was, 
"What  would  you  say  if  they  link  it?" 

Q.  Yes. 

A.  I'm  not  going  to  sit  here  and 
tell  you  everything  we're  going  to  do 
when  we  go  over  there.  I  shouldn't  do 
that.  That  doesn't  mean  we're  going  to 
be  drawing  any  linkage  of  our  own.  But 
that's  what  my  response  would  be  if 
they  choose  to  link  it.  I  don't  think  the 
two  situations,  frankly,  are  comparable. 

Q.  How  do  you  plan  to  get 
the  Soviets  to  stop  supplying  $500 
million  a  year  in  military  aid  to  the 
Nicaraguans? 

A.  In  the  first  place,  it's  not  in 
their  economic  interests  really  to  con- 
tinue to  do  that.  They  are  pretty  well 
strapped  economically.  That's  why 
they're  changing  their  political  system. 
That's  why  they're  changing  their  eco- 
nomic system.  That's  why  we've  won  on 
the  political  and  economic  front  so  over- 
whelmingly, because  their  system  is  a 
failure,  and  it's  not  easy  for  them  to 
continue  to  funnel  about  $6  billion  a 
year  into  this  hemisphere  when  you 
consider  what  they  give  Cuba  and  what 
they  give  the  Nicaraguans.  So  I  think 
we  have  that  working  for  us  going  in. 

Now  it's  an  irritant  to  us,  and  they 
will  surely  want  to  get  something  for 
it,  and  we're  going  to  keep  pressing 
them.  They  talk  about  the  new  things — 
the  so-called  new  thinking — and  we 
make  the  point  consistently  that  there's 
not  much  "new  thinking"  going  on  as 
far  as  their  approach  to  Central  Amer- 
ica is  concerned. 

We're  going  to  keep  saying  that. 
We  now  have  a  unified  policy  on  Cen- 
tral America.  We've  got  the  Central 


American  democracies  behind  it.  We've 
got  Venezuela  behind  it — Canada,  some 
of  the  nations  in  the  hemisphere — and 
they  are  going  to  begin  saying  to  the 
Soviets,  "Wait  a  minute.  Why  are  you 
funneling  all  of  this  military 
assistance?" 

Q.  But  will  it  really  work  to  sort 
of  embarrass  Gorbachev  into  cutting 
off  this — 

A.  What  I'm  really  arguing  is  it's 
in  his  economic  interests  to  do  so.  I 
think  that  the  force  of  public  opinion 
worldwide  can  be  important.  It  can  be 
effective.  I'm  not  suggesting  that 
they're  going  to  reduce  their  assistance 
to  Nicaragua  in  the  near  term.  But  we 
would  make  a  serious  mistake  if  we 
didn't  keep  hammering  them  on  it,  and 
we  intend  to  do  that. 

Q.  There  were  stories  when  you 
went  on  your  whirlwind  trip  around 
Europe  that  one  of  your  objectives 
was  to  try  to  get  European  govern- 
ments to  cut  their  loans  and  assist- 
ance to  Nicaragua  as  a  pressure 
point.  Did  you  have  any  success  on 
that  score? 

A.  I  think  that  now  that  we  have  a 
unified  policy,  I  think  you're  going  to 
see  European  governments — many  of 
them;  some  of  them  won't — but  many  of 
them  will  take  the  position  with  the 
Nicaraguans,  "Okay,  the  United  States 
has  put  the  military  option  to  the  side 
here.  The  Central  American  de- 
mocracies in  the  region  support  this, 
but  let's  see  some  action  on  those  prom- 
ises that  you've  been  making  all  this 
time,  and  let's  see  some  movement  to- 
ward democratization." 

Q.  There  are  some  stories  around 
that  the  Italians  and  the  Germans  are 
preparing  something  like  a  $(i6()  mil- 
lion loan  to  the  Nicaraguan  Govern- 
ment. Is  there  some  way  to  stop  that, 
or  are  you  going  to  intervene  with 
them  to  see  that  that  doesn't  happen? 

A.  No.  We've  made  the  case  gener- 
ally with  our  European  allies  that  we 
would  hope  they  would  look  for  perform- 
ance on  these  promises  that  are  now  10 
years  old  before  they  just  throw  this 
economic  assistance  in  the  direction  of 
Nicaragua. 

We'll  continue  to  make  that  case.  I 
think  we  can  make  it  much  more  effec- 
tively now  that  the  United  States 
speaks  with  one  voice,  and  we  have  one 
policy,  and  that  is  a  policy  that's  based 
on  a  diplomatic  approach. 
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Q.  Do  you  think  that  the  Ger- 
mans and  the  Italians  will  go  through 
with  those  loans? 

A.  I  don't  want  to  predict  that.  I'm 
not  going  to  predict  that  they  won't; 
I'm  not  going  to  predict  that  they  will. 

Q.  Are  we  trying  to  intervene  to 
stop  it? 

A.  We  are  trying  to  do  just  as  I 
told  you  a  moment  ago  we're  trying  to 
do,  which  is  to  get  the  Europeans  to  fo- 
cus on  the  promises  that  Nicaragua  has 
made  but  has  not  carried  out  and  to  fo- 
cus on  the  importance  of  their  moving 
toward  democracy. 

And  let  me  remind  you,  it's  more 
than  just  moving  toward  democracy. 
It's  giving  their  people  basic  human 
rights  and  freedoms  which  they  do  not 
enjoy. 

Q.  One  of  the  suspicions  around 
is  that  Gorbachev,  when  he  was  in 
Cuba,  was  prepared  to  announce  a 
cutback  in  the  aid  levels  to  Nicaragua, 
knowing  full  well  that  the  Europeans 
were  going  to  supply  it  instead,  which 
suggests  that  the  Europeans  are,  in 
effect,  bucketing  money  to  the  Soviet 
Union  and  helping  out  their  foreign 
policy.  Is  that  the  way  allies  ought  to 
behave? 

A.  That  rests  on  so  many  hypo- 
theticals.  I  mean,  it's  a  story;  it's  a 
rumor  here.  Everything  you've  asked 
me  so  far  is,  "Well,  there  are  rumors 
out  here  to  this  effect  and  that  effect." 
You  can  get  rumors  about  anything,  so 
I'm  not  going  to  respond  to  rumors  or 
hypothetical  questions  like  that. 

Q.  But  I  took  it  that  you  were 
confirming  that  the  Germans  and  the 
Italians  are  considering  this  loan  and 
that  you — 

A.  I'm  not  going  to  confirm  that.  I 
will  not  confirm  that.  I  will  confirm  to 
you  that  there  are  European  govern- 
ments that  render  economic  assistance 
to  Nicaragua,  and  we  have  been  talking 
to  them  about  that  economic  system. 
I'm  not  going  to  confirm  or  deny  any 
specific  loan  or  arrangement  that's 
based  on  some  rumor  you've  heard. 

Q.  When  the  START  talks  re- 
sume, do  you  expect  that  there  will  be 
any  significant  changes  in — that  the 
Bush  Administration  will — 

A.  It's  too  early  to  say  that.  Do  you 
mean  are  there  going  to  be  changes  in 
our  negotiating  position? 

Q.  Yes.  Right. 

A.   It's  too  early  to  say  that.  We 
will  not  have  completed  our  strategic 
review  until  the  end  of  April.  We  said  it 
when  we  came  into  office;  we  will  com- 


plete that  review  along  about  the  end  of 
April.  We'll  be  in  a  position  to  have  for- 
mulated our  negotiating  positions  in 
the  middle  of  May — something  like 
that.  We  think  we're  going  to  keep  that 
timeframe. 

We  have  a  major  strategic  modern- 
ization review,  you  know,  to  complete. 
So  it's  entirely  possible.  My  own  per- 
sonal view,  I  think  there  will  be  a  sub- 
stantial degree  of  continuity,  but  that's 
not  to  say  that  some  position  couldn't 
change. 

Q.  How  about  on  the  issue  of  mo- 
bile missiles?  The  Reagan  Adminis- 
tration wanted  to  ban  them.  It 
appears  that  the  Defense  Secretary — 
Secretary  Cheney — wants  to  have  a 
rail  mobile  MX,  and  national  security 
adviser  Scowcroft  is  in  favor  of  Midg- 
etman.  So  is  it  a  lead  pipe  cinch  that 
that  mobile  missile  ban  would  be 
lifted — removed? 

A.  This  is  very  much  wrapped  in 
our  strategic  modernization  review. 
The  question  of  whether  you  go  to  a  mo- 
bile missile  is  a  question  the  President 
has  not  decided.  If  he  should  decide 
that  you  do,  clearly  that  negotiating  po- 
sition will  have  to  change.  That's  why 
the  reviews  have  to  be  completed  be- 
fore you  hammer  out  the  negotiating 
position.  I  think  there  will  be  a  sub- 
stantial degree  of  continuity. 

Q.  Have  you  weighed  in  to  the 
missile  argument?  Is  there  a  favorite 
Baker  missile? 

A.  If  I  had,  I  wouldn't  be  talking 
about  it  on  television,  because  it's 
advice  that  I  would  be  giving  the 
President. 

Q.  Okay.  What  about  SDI  [Stra- 
tegic Defense  Initiative]?  Will  this 
Administration  stick  with  the  so- 
called  narrow  interpretation  of  the 
ABM  Treaty  which  would  not  allow 
us  to  deploy  or  space-test  space-based 
missiles? 

A.  Again  that  will  depend  upon 
presidential  decisions  with  respect  to 
SDI  that  are  now  in  the  process  of  be- 
ing formulated  in  May.  That's  a  ques- 
tion that  is  premature. 

Q.  Okay.  Let's  go  on  from  your 
visit  to  Moscow  to  the  President's  vis- 
it to  the  NATO  summit  and  then  to 
the  rest  of  Europe.  Mikhail  Gor- 
bachev has  been  winning  points  all 
over  Europe  by  proposing  the  com- 
mon European  homeland,  extending 
from  the  Urals  to  the  Atlantic,  and 
it's  a  kind  of  a  vision  that  has  at- 
tracted a  lot  of  attention  and  support 
there. 


Is  there  going  to  be  a  Bush  coun- 
tervision  for  the  future  of  Europe, 
and  something  that  allies  of  ours  can 
hang  their  hats  on? 

A.  I  think  there  will  be,  and,  of 
course,  that  would  come  at  the  NATO 
summit.  It's  a  40th  anniversary  sum- 
mit. It  will  be  the  first  summit  for  this 
President,  and  it's  important,  I  think, 
that  he  continue  to  demonstrate  U.S. 
leadership. 

I  think  that  the  President  might 
well  speak  about  common  values.  We, 
after  all,  will  be  celebrating  an  ex- 
traordinarily successful  alliance.  Forty 
years  of  success — success  based  on 
common  values.  Those  are  far  broader 
in  their  reach  and  scope,  it  seems  to 
me,  than  some  sort  of  a  concept  of  a 
common  European  house,  as  Mr.  Gor- 
bachev has  explained  it. 

I  mean,  I  think  there  are  some  le- 
gitimate questions  that  come  to  mind 
about  a  common  European  house,  one 
of  which  is  if  you're  going  to  have  a 
common  European  house,  you  really 
ought  to  be  able  to  move  from  room  to 
room,  shouldn't  you?  So  we  ought  not  to 
have  Berlin  Walls,  and  we  ought  not  to 
have  watchtowers  and  barbed  wires. 
And  why  haven't  those  come  down? 
Why  don't  we  take  those  down?  Why 
don't  we  bring  those  down  as  evidence 
of  the  new  thinking?  Why  don't  we 
have  an  expressed  repudiation  of  the 
Brezhnev  doctrine,  which  I  called  for, 
frankly,  in  my  speech  at  the  CFE  [con- 
ventional forces  in  Europe]  conference 
in  Vienna,  and  we've  heard  no  response 
to  that. 

Q.  But  might  the  President  invite 
the  Soviets  and  especially  the  East- 
ern Europeans  into  our  homeland, 
whatever  you  call  it — area  of 
freedom — 

A.  I  don't  want  to  prejudge  what 
the  President  might  or  might  not  say  in 
his  speech.  That's  for  him  to  say.  But 
will  he  demonstrate  American  leader- 
ship? Yes.  Will  he  have  his  vision  of  the 
future  there?  Yes,  he  will. 

Q.  Is  there  a  kind  of  a  common 
democratic  homeland  idea  working  it- 
self around  in  the  Administration? 

A.  I  referred  to  the  idea  of  com- 
mon values.  That  is,  we  have  an  alli- 
ance here  that  has  been  based  on 
common  values,  and  that's  why  it's  been 
so  successful.  And  common  values  have 
a  much  broader  reach  than  the  concept 
of  a  common  European  homeland. 

Q.  While  he's  in  Europe,  one  of 
our  bilateral  relationships — that  is, 
with  the  Federal  Republic  of 


16 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/June  1989 


THE  SECRETARY 


Germany — seems  to  have  lots  of  dis- 
cordant elements  in  it.  The  Germans 
helped  the  Libyans  establish  chemi- 
cal plants  and  sell  nuclear  materials 
to  Pakistan  and  maintain  an 
ostpolitik  that's  cozying  up  to  the 
East-bloc. 

Is  there  trouble  in  the  U.S.- 
German relationship  that  somehow 
has  to  be  straightened  out? 

A.  No.  I  don't  think  there's  trouble 
in  the  U.S. -German  relationship,  no 
more  so  than  you  might  normally  see 
from  time  to  time.  We  do  have  some  dif- 
ferences, but  let's  face  it — the  Ger- 
mans, when  the  evidence  was  finally 
presented  about  the  participation  of 
some  of  their  companies  in  the  Rabta 
chemical  facility  in  Libya,  have  taken 
some  rather  dramatic  action.  They've 
stiffened  their  export  control  laws. 
They've  stiffened  their  criminal  laws 
regarding  conduct  in  that  kind  of  activ- 
ity. I  mean,  they've  really  turned  to 
and  acknowledged  that  there  was  a 
problem,  and  they're  dealing  with  it. 
And  that's  the  way  allies  should  deal 
with  each  other. 

Q.  There's  also  the  issue  of  Lance 
modernization.  You  know,  the  will- 
ingness to  deploy — 

A.  You  had  it  with  Pershings  for  a 
while.  You  had  it  in  conjunction  with 
the  INF  [intermediate-range  nuclear 
forces]  discussion.  These  things  happen 
from  time  to  time.  The  Germans  are  in 
a  somewhat  special  situation  with  re- 
spect to  land-based  short-range  nuclear 
weapons.  They're  on  German  soil,  and 
that's  where  they  ought  to  be  utilized. 
So  they  have  a  special  interest  and  con- 
cern there.  We  understand  that. 

They  understand,  on  the  other 
hand,  our  need,  if  we're,  in  fact,  going 
to  maintain  those  weapons  up  to  date. 
If  we're  going  to  go  up  here  to  the  Con- 
gress and  ask  for  money  to  upgrade 
those  weapons,  we  need  to  know  that 
they're  going  to  be  used.  We're  going  to 
work.  We're  going  to  work  very  hard  to 
work  that  out  with  our  friends  in  the 
Federal  Republic  before  the  NATO 
summit,  so  that  the  summit  doesn't  re- 
volve strictly  around  that  issue.  It 
should  not.  It's  a  40th  anniversary  sum- 
mit. We  have  bigger  issues  to  talk 
about  and  to  concentrate  on. 

Q.  So  you  do  regard  the  Federal 
Republic  as  a  fully  reliable  ally  in 
NATO  and— 

A.  Absolutely. 

Q.  — and  you  don't  see  them  slip- 
ping away. 


A.  Absolutely.  And  they  always 
have  been.  And  let  me  say  one  other 
thing. 

They're  sitting  there  right  on  the 
border  with  the  G.D.R.  [German  Dem- 
ocratic Republic],  and  the  G.D.R.  is  not 
making  the  kind  of  progress  toward 
openness  and  pluralism  and  change  in 
their  political  and  economic  assistance 
that  we  see  taking  place  in  Poland  and 
Hungary.  I,  for  one,  really,  am  not 
concerned  about  the  reliability  of  the 
Federal  Republic  as  a  strong  member  of 
NATO  and  as  a  strong  ally  of  the 
United  States. 

Q.  The  Germans  tend  to  be  in  the 
lead  of  the  lending  parade  to  Eastern 
Europe  and  the  Soviet  Union — $9  bil- 
lion in  credits  and  loans.  Do  you 
think  that  that  sort  of  thing  is  a  good 
idea? 

A.  I  think  that  as  long  as  the 
standard  is  the  standard  that  we  all 
agreed  to  at  the  economic  summit  in 
Toronto — when  I  say  "we  all,"  the  Sum- 
mit 7  at  least — that  is,  that  trade  and 
commerce  and  economic  relations  on 
normal  commercial  and  financial  terms 
is  okay.  As  long  as  that's  the  standard — 
and  we're  not  talking  about  concession- 
ary trade  or  tying  aid  or  something  like 
that — then  I  think  it's  perfectly  appro- 
priate to  adhere  to  the  standard  that 
was  adopted  in  Toronto. 

Q.  Do  we  know  where  that  money 
is  going?  When  there's  a  loan  to  East- 
ern Europe  or  to  the  Soviet  Union,  do 
we  know  that  that  money  just  doesn't 
go  to  Nicaragua? 

A.  Money  is  fungible,  isn't  it? 

Q.  Yes. 

A.  So  I'm  sure  that  the  Soviet 
Union  could  very  well — if  it's  simply  a 
balance-of-payments  loan,  any  country 
can  use  a  balance-of-payments  loan  for 
whatever  needs  or  purposes  it  has.  But 
the  point  is  normal  commercial  transac- 
tions are  the  standard. 

Q.  Are  you  satisfied  that  the  Eu- 
ropeans are  sticking  to  normal  com- 
mercial transactions? 

A.  I  have  no  reason  to  think 
they're  not.  Let  me  say  that,  if  we  had 
reason  to  believe  they  were  not,  then 
that's  something  we  would  have  a  prob- 
lem with,  because  then  they  would  be 
departing  from  the  Toronto  standard. 

Q.  But  isn't  all  new  lending  sort 
of  balance  of  payments? 

A.  Let  me  say  this:  The  Soviets 
are  reluctant  borrowers.  They're  really 
sort  of  reluctant  borrowers,  because 
they're  concerned  about  getting  too  far 


into  debt.  Now  isn't  most  lending  to 
government,  balance-of-payments  lend- 
ing? Quite  a  bit  of  it,  yes. 

Q.  So  they  received  this  money  in 
hard  currency.  They  have  a  need  for 
hard  currency  in  order  to  maintain 
their  empire.  They  can  fiddle  around 
with  it  inside  the  country  to  establish 
a  commercial  enterprise,  but  they  can 
use  the  money  on  a  short-term  at 
least  to  cause  mischief  in  the  rest  of 
the  world. 

A.  Money  is  fungible,  but  if  it's  on 
ordinary,  normal  commercial  terms, 
they're  going  to  have  to  pay  it  back.  It 
represents  an  obligation,  and  they're 
going  to  have  to  pay  it  back  in  hard 
currency. 

Let  me  say  one  final  thing  on  that 
score.  Capital  controls  are  extraordi- 
narily difficult  to  implement  and  en- 
force, if  that's  generally  the  thrust  of 
what  you  were  suggesting — if  we  ought 
to  somehow  impose  capital  controls  on 
the  Soviet  Union. 

That  would  be  very,  very  difficult 
to  enforce,  and  as  long  as  the  standard 
that  was  agreed  to  and  set  at  the 
Toronto  summit  as  recently  as  a  year 
ago  is  met,  I  think  that's  the  appropri- 
ate basis  that  we  ought  to  all  proceed 
on.  There's  practically  no  lending,  as 
you  know,  from  U.S.  lenders  to  the  So- 
viet Union. 

Q.  Let  me  ask  you  about  Pan- 
ama. There's  about  to  be  an  election 
there,  and  the  polls  indicate  that  the 
Noriega  regime  would  lose  a  fair  elec- 
tion, yet  everybody  expects  it  to  be 
ruthlessly  stolen.  What's  the  United 
States  going  to  do  about  that? 

A.  We  would  hope  that  there  would 
be  a  very  broad  representation  by  ob- 
servers from  all  around  the  world — 
observer  groups  from  all  around  the 
world.  And  if  they  see  that  this  election 
is  in  the  process  of  being  stolen  or  is 
stolen  and  is  fraudulent,  that  they  will 
speak  out  so  that  the  world  community 
will  know  about  this  and  will  be  in  a  po- 
sition to  condemn  this.  And  that's  very 
important. 

Q.  And  then  what? 

A.  And  then  we'll  cross  that  bridge 
at  that  time.  After  all,  we're  only  2 
weeks  away.  So  I  don't  want  to— again, 
I  don't  want  to  suggest  something  here 
that  might  prejudice  what  happens 
there  during  the  election.  Our  position 
is  there  needs  to  be  a  free,  fair,  and 
open  election. 
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Our  further  position  is  that  it's 
going  to  be  impossible  for  us  to  normal- 
ize relations  as  long  as  Gen.  Noriega  re- 
mains in  power. 

Q.  The  normalization  of  rela- 
tions question  raises  the  issue  of  the 
Panama  Canal  Treaty.  This  year  Pan- 
ama is  supposed  to  nominate  a  new 
Commissioner  for  the — 

A.  Correct. 

Q.  — for  the — which  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States  has  got  to  ratify. 

A.  That's  correct. 

Q.  If  Noriega  sends  up  a  commis- 
sioner, will  the  Administration — 

A.  We'll  have  to  deal  with  that  at 
the  time.  Now,  I  just  said  it's  going  to 
be  impossible  for  us  to  normalize  rela- 
tions with  Panama  in  terms  of  our  eco- 
nomic sanctions,  and  all  the  rest,  as 
long  as  Gen.  Noriega  is  in  power. 

Q.  Let  me  switch  to  Latin  debt,  if 
I  could.  The  Baker  plan,  which  called 
for  new  commercial  bank  lending  to 
the  Third  World,  seems  to  have  been 
replaced  by  the  Brady  plan,  which 
calls  for  lowering  the  debt  problem. 

The  Administration  is  in  favor  of 
the  Brady  plan.  Does  that  mean  that 
the  Baker  plan  is  dead,  and  does  the 
author  declare  it  dead  and  replaced? 

A.  No,  I  don't  think  it's  that  sim- 
ple. The  proposal  that  the  Treasury 
went  with  on  the  10th  of  March — the 
Brady  proposal — starts  out  by  saying 
that  many  of  the  underlying  principles 
of  the  debt  strategy,  as  we  had  applied 
it  since  1982,  remain  valid — many  of 
them,  without  going  into  all  the  detail 
here. 

So  to  that  extent,  it  is  valid,  but  it 
is  the  right  approach;  that  is,  economic 
growth,  economic  reform,  and  so  forth. 

Further,  you  don't  solve  the  debt 
problem  just  by  debt  reduction.  You've 
got  to  accomplish  the  debt  reduction.  It 
has  to  be  voluntary.  But  you've  got  to 
accomplish  it  in  a  manner  that  will  not 
cut  off  future  financial  flows.  And 
that's  what  the  debate  has  been  in  the 
International  Monetary  Fund  (IMF) 
and  the  World  Bank  and  in  the  G-7 
prior  to  the  adoption  of  this  approach. 

They  want  to  make  certain — Treas- 
ury wants  to  make  certain,  they  all 
want  to  make  certain — that  they  do  it 
in  a  way  that  does  not  foreclose  future 
financial  flows.  That's  future  lending, 
either  by  equity  or  debt.  I  mean,  it 
could  be  equity.  It  doesn't  have  to  be 
lending. 


Transition  to  Independence 
Marred  in  Namibia 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
APR.  3,  19891 

The  beginning  of  a  long-awaited  proc- 
ess of  transition  to  independence  of 
Namibia  has  been  marred  by  a  major 
outbreak  of  violence  along  the  country's 
northern  border.  The  UN  special  repre- 
sentative's report  is  not  available  yet, 
and  some  of  the  facts  remain  to  be  es- 
tablished. All  information  available  to 
us  indicates  that  a  major  infiltration  of 
northern  Namibia  by  military  forces  of 
the  South  West  Africa  People's  Organi- 
zation (SWAPO)  is  occurring.  This  is  in 
direct  violation  of  UN  Security  Coun- 
cil Resolution  435  and  the  related 
Angolan-Namibian  accords  of  Decem- 
ber 22,  1988. 

This  serious  incident  must  not  be 
allowed  to  derail  the  process  of  decolo- 
nization which  so  many  have  labored  so 


long  and  hard  to  achieve.  The  UN  Sec- 
retary General  and  his  special  repre- 
sentative have  the  responsibility  for 
maintaining  the  cease-fire  in  Namibia 
and  for  preventing  infiltration  across 
Namibia's  borders. 

We  have  been  in  close  touch  with 
the  Secretary  General  on  this  issue  and 
will  support  any  steps  he  may  take  to 
accelerate  deployment  of  UN  forces  to 
the  troubled  area.  All  members  of  the 
Security  Council  should  give  the  Secre- 
tary General  their  full  support. 

We  urge  all  parties  to  exercise 
their  influence  to  ensure  that  SWAPO 
is  brought  into  prompt  compliance  with 
Resolution  435  and  that  South  Africa 
continues  to  exercise  restraint. 


'Read  to  news  correspondents  by 
Department  spokesman  Margaret  DeB. 
Tutwiler.  ■ 


Q.  The  Mexicans  are  saying,  for 
example,  that  they  absolutely  need  a 
very  large  package  to  be  negotiated 
by  May  or  June  at  the  latest  in  order 
for  them  to  not  have  to  resort  to  popu- 
list measures,  and  there's  even  the 
possibility  of  a  threat  of  some  sort  of 
a  moratorium. 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Does  the  Brady  plan  have 
enough  money  in  it  in  order  to  get  the 
Mexicans  out  of  their  problem? 

A.  It  can.  But  that  is  always  going 
to  depend  again  upon  negotiations.  And 
another  principle,  if  I  may  say  so,  of  the 
prior  debt  strategy  that  has  been  re- 
tained is  the  idea  that  you  must  deal 
with  these  things  on  a  case-by-case 
basis. 

The  circumstances  of  each  country 
are  different,  and  there  is  no  magic 
bullet  cure  to  the  debt  problem.  You 
can't  pass  a  law  or  come  with  a  princi- 
ple that's  going  to  wipe  all  the  debt  out 
for  all  debtors  and  solve  this  problem 
overnight. 

You've  got  to  deal  with  it  case-by- 
case.  That  means  you've  got  to  have  ne- 
gotiations. That  negotiation  has  just 
begun.  Mexico  has  got  its  IMF  loan. 
Some  of  that  money  is  going  to  be  ad- 
vanced without  reference  to  whether 


they  reach  closure  with  their  banks, 
and  that  is  a  departure  from  the  old 
approach. 

So  now  they  begin  the  process  of 
negotiating  with  the  banks,  and  that 
negotiation  has  to  ripen.  You  can't  an- 
swer your  question  "yes"  or  "no"  about 
whether  there's  enough  money  in  it. 

Q.  Let  me  switch  to  the  Middle 
East.  The  Republican  national 
platform — and  you  were  the  Presi- 
dent's campaign  manager — and  vari- 
ous Bush  statements  during  the 
campaign  said  absolutely  no  Pales- 
tinian state.  We're  into  negotiations 
with  the  PLO  [Palestine  Liberation 
Organization],  and  the  PLO  wants  a 
Palestinian  state.  How  is  it  possible 
to  move  this  peace  process  along  if 
you  retain  the  pledge  that  you  made 
in  the  campaign  for  no  Palestinian 
state? 

A.  I  think  it's  possible,  because  the 
Prime  Minister  of  Israel  has  now  come, 
and  he  has  said,  "We  need  to  launch,  in 
effect,  a  political  process.  We  need  to 
have  elections  which  will  serve  as  a 
launching  pad  for  a  political  dialogue 
and  a  political  process,  that  will  lead  to 
transitional  arrangements.  We  will 
then  debate  the  questions  of  permanent 
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status,  and  all  options  should  be  on  the 
table,  or  all  options  are  open" — or 
words  to  that  effect. 

So  that  you  can't  start  a  negotia- 
tion by  foreclosing  things  in  advance. 
That's  not  inconsistent  with  the  United 
States  having  as  its  policy  approach 
certain  principles.  We  believe  in  [UN 
Security  Council  Resolutions]  242  and 
338.  We  believe  in  territory  for  peace. 
We  do  not  believe  in  an  independent 
Palestinian  state.  We  do  not  rule  out  an 
international  conference,  provided  it  is 
properly  structured  at  an  appropriate 
time. 

You  can  have  these  policy  positions 
and  still,  I  think,  make  progress  for 
peace. 

Q.  But  if  everybody  marches 
down  the  road  that  you  have  sort  of  set 
for  them,  and  they  have  the  elections, 
and  they  have  the  negotiations — at  the 
end — at  some  stage,  the  Palestinians 
are  going  to  say,  "We  want  our  flag," 
and  presumably  the  Shamir  govern- 
ment is  going  to  say,  "You  can't  have 
your  flag.  We  will  not  give  you  a 
Palestinian  state."  What's  the  United 
States  going  to  do? 

A.  You  know  what  you're  trying  to 
do?  You're  trying  to  negotiate  out  the 
penultimate  issue  at  the  beginning, 
and  that's  not  how  you  get  to  peace,  be- 
cause that  will  be  the  toughest  issue  of 
all  to  bridge  the  gap  between  the  par- 
ties. And  what  you  need  to  do  is  negoti- 
ate out  all  the  others  and  get  to  that 
point,  and  then  it's  only  going  to  be  re- 
solved by  direct  negotiations  between 
the  parties.  Not  by  what  you  and  I  hap- 
pen to  think. 

Q.  So,  in  fact,  you  don't  rule  out 
a  Palestinian  state,  though,  if  the 
parties  can  get  to  there,  and  it's  the 
last  thing,  and  that's  where  you  had 
to  shove  them,  you  might  actually — 

A.  Suppose  the  parties,  by  direct 
negotiation,  agreed  to  it.  Do  you  think 
we  would  step  in  and  say,  "No.  You 
can't  have  them"?  Suppose  the  parties 
by  negotiation  agreed  to  total  Israeli 
sovereignty  over  the  entire  area.  Do 
you  think  we'd  step  in  and  say,  "No,  it 
can't  happen"?  But  our  policy  position 
today  is  we  do  not  favor  an  independent 
Palestinian  state.  So  these  things  are 
not  mutually  exclusive. 


Chemical  Weapons  Disposal  Program 


'Press  release  68  of  Apr.  25,  1989. 


by  Max  L.  Friedersdorf 

Statement  at  the  Conference  on 
Disarmament  in  Geneva  on  April  k, 
1989.  Ambassador  Friedersdorf  is 
U.S.  representative  to  the  conference. 

In  July  1986,  the  U.S.  delegation  intro- 
duced CD/711,  a  document  entitled 
"Chemical  Stockpile  Disposal  Pro- 
gram," prepared  by  the  U.S.  Army  Ab- 
erdeen Proving  Ground  in  the  State  of 
Maryland.  That  document  summarized 
preliminary  planning  for  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  U.S.  stockpile  of  lethal 
chemical  agents  and  unitary  chemical 
munitions.  We  pointed  out  then  that,  in 
planning  and  implementing  this  dis- 
posal program,  the  United  States 
would  gain  valuable  experience  and 
technical  expertise  which  could  prove 
helpful  in  our  negotiations.  Today  I 
would  like  to  bring  you  up  to  date  on 
the  progress  we  have  made  in  our  de- 
struction program. 

Destruction  Facilities 

Some  of  you  will  recall  that  the  United 
States  was  weighing  its  options  as  to 
whether  U.S. -based  chemical  weapons 
should  be  destroyed  in  place  or  moved 
to  one  or  more  central  destruction  facil- 
ities for  disposal.  After  considerable 
study,  public  debate,  and  assessment  of 
environmental  impact,  the  decision  was 
made  to  destroy  these  chemicals  and 
their  munitions  at  their  stockpile  sites. 
Accordingly  chemical  weapons  de- 
struction facilities  will  be  operated  at 
nine  locations,  including  Anniston,  Ala- 
bama; Pine  Bluff,  Arkansas;  Pueblo, 
Colorado;  Newport,  Indiana;  Lex- 
ington, Kentucky;  Aberdeen,  Mary- 
land; Umatilla,  Oregon;  Tooele,  Utah; 
and  Johnston  Atoll  in  the  Pacific 
Ocean.  All  U.S.  unitary  chemical  weap- 
ons stocks,  including  those  located  in 
the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany,  will 
be  destroyed  at  these  nine  facilities. 
Several  of  these  facilities  have  been 
constructed  already  and  have  been,  or 
are,  in  operation. 

Destruction  Program  to  Date 

The  U.S.  chemical  weapons  destruction 
program  did  not  begin  with  the  de- 
struction plan  described  in  CD/711.  In 
1970,  shortly  after  the  United  States 
began  a  moratorium  on  chemical  weap- 


ons production  that  would  last  almost 
two  decades,  we  began  systematically 
destroying  chemical  weapons  stocks. 

In  its  destruction  facility  at  Rocky 
Mountain  Arsenal  in  Colorado,  the 
United  States  began  incinerating  mus- 
tard agent  in  1970.  Neutralization  of 
nerve  agents  began  in  October  1973. 
Millions  of  pounds  of  mustard  and 
nerve  agents  were  destroyed  at  Rocky 
Mountain  Arsenal  during  the  1970s. 
The  failure  of  other  states  to  take  into 
account  this  destruction  is  perhaps  a 
partial  explanation  for  the  exaggerated 
estimates  of  the  present  size  of  the 
U.S.  chemical  weapons  stockpile. 

In  1979  a  small-scale  pilot  facility 
at  Tooele  army  depot  began  operations, 
and  its  destruction  activity  continues 
today.  This  is  the  facility  that  most 
members  of  the  Conference  on  Disar- 
mament visited  in  1983  and  that  repre- 
sentatives of  the  Soviet  Union  visited 
in  1987.  The  Tooele  facility  has  the  ca- 
pability to  perform  pilot-scale  destruc- 
tion tests  on  all  types  of  lethal  agents 
and  munitions.  The  technology  devel- 
oped at  Tooele  for  eliminating  those 
agents  and  munitions  has  been  applied 
successfully  at  other  destruction  sites, 
as  I  will  discuss  momentarily. 

It  appears  that  the  Soviet  Union  is 
taking  this  same  approach  as  it  inaugu- 
rates its  destruction  program;  as  we 
understand  Soviet  intentions,  the  tech- 
nology and  experience  gained  at  Chap- 
eyevsk  will  be  applied  to  a  number  of 
other  destruction  facilities.  Our  10 
years'  experience  at  Tooele  convinces 
us  that  this  a  sound  and  effective 
approach. 

Profiting  from  the  lessons  learned 
at  Rocky  Mountain  Arsenal  and  Tooele 
army  depot,  the  United  States  de- 
signed and  constructed  a  chemical 
weapons  destruction  facility  at  Pine 
Bluff,  Arkansas,  that  began  operation 
in  May  1988.  Using  incineration  tech- 
nology developed  at  Tooele,  the  Pine 
Bluff  facility  is  even  now  destroying  the 
incapacitating  agent  BZ.  By  the  end  of 
1989,  the  entire  U.S.  stockpile  of  that 
agent  will  have  been  destroyed. 

On  Johnston  Atoll,  the  United 
States  has  completed  construction  of 
the  world's  first  full-scale,  modern 
chemical  weapons  destruction  facility. 
Right  now,  as  we  struggle  with  the  is- 
sues of  the  chemical  weapons  negotia- 
tions, the  Johnston  Atoll  facility  is 
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undergoing  final  testing,  using  chemi- 
cal simulants.  We  expect  to  begin 
actual  destruction  of  chemical  muni- 
tions this  year. 

Thus  far  the  United  States  has  de- 
stroyed about  15  million  pounds  of 
chemical  agents,  and  we  have  a  compre- 
hensive, integrated,  tested  plan  for  the 
destruction  of  the  rest  of  the  U.S.  uni- 
tary chemical  weapons  stockpile.  When 
the  job  is  completed  by  April  1997,  the 
United  States  will  have  spent  well  over 
$3  billion  implementing  the  congres- 
sionally  mandated  destruction  program 
outlined  in  CD/711.  This  figure,  of 
course,  does  not  include  money  spent 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  that  program. 
Our  experience  thus  far  demonstrates 
convincingly  that  chemical  weapons  de- 
struction is  not  easy  and  that  it  is  not 
cheap. 

Environmental  and  Safety  Concerns 

The  U.S.  chemical  weapons  disposal 
plan  conforms  to  some  of  the  strictest 
environmental  laws  ever  enacted.  But 
clean  destruction  alone  is  not  the  final 
answer  to  environmental  concerns. 
Because  of  the  fears  and  abhorrence 
associated  with  poison  gases,  it  is  im- 
portant also  that  destruction  opera- 
tions not  only  be  safe  but  that  the 
civilian  population  be  confident  that 
they  are  safe.  In  the  United  States,  the 
environmental  impact  of  every  step  of 
the  process  has  been  subjected  to  in- 
tense scrutiny  and  public  debate.  The 
incineration  technology  developed  at 
Tooele  army  depot  and  being  used  at 
Pine  Bluff,  and  which  will  be  incorpo- 
rated in  destruction  processes  at  other 
facilities,  has  been  endorsed  by  the 
U.S.  National  Academy  of  Sciences. 
Environmental  impact,  and  the  attend- 
ant public  information  and  educational 
processes,  are  matters  that  will  need 
to  be  considered  by  other  chemical 
weapons  processing  states  in  their  de- 
struction plans. 

It  appears  that  when  the  Confer- 
ence on  Disarmament  completes  its  ne- 
gotiation of  a  comprehensive  chemical 
weapons  ban,  both  the  United  States 
and  the  Soviet  Union  will  have  in  place 
the  infrastructure  needed  to  comply 
with  their  treaty  obligations  to  destroy 
all  chemical  weapons.  Unless  planning 
begins  well  before  entry  into  force, 
however,  other  processor  states  will  not 
be  prepared.  We  urge  all  chemical 
weapons  processing  states  to  begin 
now  to  plan  and  initiate  the  destruction 
of  their  chemical  weapons  stockpiles. 


Maintaining  a  Deterrent 

As  discussed  above,  and  as  elaborated 
in  CD/711,  the  United  States  is  com- 
mitted by  law  to  destroy  its  unitary 
stocks  by  1997.  We  also  are  committed 
to  achieving  a  comprehensive,  verifia- 
ble, and  truly  global  chemical  weapons 
ban— a  commitment  the  United  States 
confirmed  last  month  in  Vienna.  In- 
deed this  global  ban  remains  our  pri- 
mary objective  with  regard  to  chemical 
weapons. 

Pending  achievement  of  that  objec- 
tive, however,  the  United  States  will 
continue  with  its  plans  to  replace  a 
small  portion  of  the  unitary  stocks 
being  destroyed  with  a  safer,  more 
modern  deterrent.  The  result  of  the 
U.S.  modernization  program  will  be  a 
greatly  diminished  stockpile  of  safer 
chemical  weapons.  Of  course,  we  are 
prepared  to  cease  all  chemical  weapons 
production  upon  entry  into  force  of  the 
chemical  weapons  convention  presently 
being  negotiated  in  the  ad  hoc  commit- 
tee on  chemical  weapons. 

Openness  on  Storage  Sites 

Our  delegation  had  a  second  objective 
when  it  tabled  CD/711  in  1986.  The  in- 
formation we  provided  to  this  confer- 
ence included  the  location  of  every 
chemical  weapons  storage  site  in  the 
United  States — the  description,  in  con- 
siderable detail,  of  the  specific  chemi- 
cal agents  located  at  each  site;  the  type 
of  weapon  or  container  used;  and  the 
percentage  of  the  total  U.S. -based 
chemical  weapons  tonnage  located  at 
each  site.  It  was  our  hope  that,  by  dem- 
onstrating the  kind  of  candor  we  sought 
from  others,  we  might  inspire  others  to 
be  similarly  open  about  their  chemical 
weapons  and  thereby  foster  the  confi- 
dence so  vital  for  a  global  chemical 
weapons  convention. 

The  following  year,  the  Soviet 
Union  admitted,  for  the  first  time,  that 
it  possessed  chemical  weapons — a  dis- 
closure that  marked  the  beginning  of 
serious,  productive  discussions  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union  and  a  period  of  unprece- 
dented progress  in  chemical  weapons 
negotiations  in  the  Conference  on 
Disarmament. 

We  have  been  disappointed,  how- 
ever, that  no  states  have  come  forward 
to  make  the  detailed  disclosures  found 
in  CD/711  and  that  no  state  but  the  So- 
viet Union  has  even  declared  that  it 
possesses  chemical  weapons.  Much 
more  candor  will  be  necessary  before 
we  achieve  a  truly  global  convention. 


U.S.  Trial  Inspection  Exercise 

I  would  like  to  turn  to  another  aspect 
of  our  efforts  to  bring  into  being  a 
global  chemical  weapons  convention. 
That  is  the  subject  of  national  trial 
inspections,  a  subject  that  a  number 
of  other  delegations  have  already 
addressed  during  the  opening  weeks  of 
the  1989  session. 

The  United  States  has  conducted 
its  first  trial  inspection  at  the  facility 
operated  by  AKZO  Chemicals,  Inc.,  in 
Gallipolis  Ferry,  West  Virginia,  ap- 
proximately 450  kilometers  west  of 
Washington,  D.C.  The  inspection  exer- 
cise was  conducted  in  late  February  of 
this  year.  The  United  States  has  not 
completed  its  evaluation  of  this  exer- 
cise, and,  accordingly,  my  remarks  to- 
day are  of  an  informal  and  preliminary 
nature,  subject  to  the  more  detailed 
and  definitive  analysis  which  we  hope 
to  submit  to  the  conference  during  the 
summer  half  of  the  session. 

Our  trial  inspection  exercise  was  a 
joint  effort  between  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment and  the  American  chemical  indus- 
try. It  was  our  good  fortune  to  have  the 
help  and  close  cooperation  of  the  AKZO 
chemical  company  and  other  represen- 
tatives of  the  chemical  industry  in  the 
conduct  of  the  trial.  I  am  happy  to  ex- 
press publicly  our  thanks  to  them. 

The  AKZO  facility  at  which  the  ex- 
ercise took  place  produces  a  schedule 
(2)  chemical,  dimethyl  methylphospho- 
nate  (DMMP),  from  a  schedule  (3) 
chemical,  trimethyl  phosphite  (TMP). 
Some  of  the  DMMP  is  used  at  the  facil- 
ity to  produce  a  polymeric  flame  retard- 
ant  that  also  falls  in  schedule  (2). 

In  carrying  out  this  first  trial, 
some  of  the  procedures  that  would  be 
necessary  during  an  actual  inspection 
under  the  chemical  weapons  convention 
— such  as  notification,  transportation, 
and  escort  arrangements — were  omit- 
ted in  order  to  simplify  the  exercise. 
Moreover  we  have  recognized  gaps  in 
the  inspection  procedures,  as  well  as 
some  specific  procedures  that  need  to 
be  improved.  In  our  view,  these  point 
to  the  need  for  considerable  further 
work  on  procedures  at  the  national 
level. 

The  principal  objectives  of  our  ex- 
ercise were  to  evaluate  the  ability  to 
determine  whether  schedule  (1)  chemi- 
cals had  been  produced  in  the  particu- 
lar facility;  to  evaluate  the  ability  to 
determine  whether  the  facility  had 
produced  types  or  quantities  of  sched- 
ule (2)  chemicals  not  included  in  its 
declaration;  and  to  estimate  costs, 


20 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/June  1989 


ECONOMICS 


determine  physical  constraints  on  in- 
spections, measure  the  impact  of  an  in- 
spection on  a  facility,  and  evaluate  the 
preparation  needed  for  an  inspection. 

In  carrying  out  the  exercise,  the  in- 
spection was  governed  by  a  mock  facility 
agreement  that  was  based  on  the  model 
in  the  rolling  text.  A  separate  document 
contained  detailed  inspection  pro- 
cedures for  schedule  (2)  facilities.  The 
inspection  team  consisted  of  six 
persons — five  chemical  engineers,  and 
an  analytical  chemist.  Three  of  the  chem- 
ical engineers  had  past  chemical  weap- 
ons production  experience,  and  two  had 
commercial  backgrounds. 

The  team  engaged  in  three  types  of 
activities  during  the  trial:  examination 
of  process  equipment,  auditing  of  rec- 
ords, and  collection  and  analysis  of 
samples. 

An  initial  visit  was  made  during  De- 
cember 1988,  lasting  slightly  more  than 
a  day;  the  actual  inspection  took  272 
days.  The  analysis  of  samples  is  still  be- 
ing carried  out,  and  the  results  of  the 
exercise  are  still  being  evaluated.  Accor- 
dingly, our  delegation  is  not  now  in  a 
position  to  comment  on  how  adequate  the 
provisions  in  the  rolling  text  are  with 
regard  to  routine  inspections.  Neverthe- 
less some  of  our  preliminary  findings  do 
warrant  discussion. 

Preliminary  Findings 
of  the  Trial  Inspection 

First,  with  regard  to  '.he  area  to  be  in- 
spected, it  will  be  difficult  to  define 
this  area  precisely  because  of  the  com- 
plexity and  flexibility  of  modern  multi- 
purpose plants.  Our  delegation  believes 
that  further  discussion  of  this  issue  is 
warranted. 

Second,  with  regard  to  planning 
for  an  inspection,  the  exercise  demon- 
strated that  a  very  thorough  initial 
visit  is  essential  for  effective  inspec- 
tions. This  aspect  of  the  rolling  text 
may,  therefore,  need  to  be  strengthened. 

Third,  with  regard  to  the  general 
approach  to  an  inspection,  a  joint 
government-industry  trial  exercise 
does  not,  of  course,  reflect  the  tensions 
that  will  undoubtedly  arise  during  the 
course  of  an  actual  inspection,  making 
the  inspection  more  difficult.  The  im- 
plications of  this  difference  between 
trial  and  actual  inspection  demon- 
strated that  routine  monitoring  by  in- 
spectors must  be  supplemented,  in 
some  cases,  by  continuous  monitoring 
by  instruments  in  order  to  foil  attempts 
to  conceal  production  that  is  not  docu- 


mented in  the  permenent  records  of  the 
facility.  Also  the  cross-checking  of  rec- 
ords from  suppliers  and  customers 
need  to  be  considered. 

Fourth,  the  inspection  of  equip- 
ment proves  to  be  especially  useful  in 
assessing  whether  the  declared  areas 
of  the  facility  have  the  capability  to 
produce  schedule  (1)  chemicals. 

Fifth,  records  audit  was  the  most 
time-consuming  aspect  of  the  exercise. 
It  is  primarily  useful  in  checking 
whether  input  and  output  match.  How- 
ever, such  material  balance  is  not  suffi- 
cient basis  for  reaching  the  conclusion 
that  quantities  have  been  correctly  de- 
clared, because  unrecorded  production 
could  take  place. 

Sixth,  with  regard  to  sample  anal- 
ysis, it  is  clear  that  careful  planning  is 
needed  to  determine  what  samples 
should  be  taken  and  to  provide  for  their 
security,  transport,  and  analysis.  It  is 
essential  to  carry  out  off-site  analysis, 
with  very  sophisticated  instruments,  in 
searching  for  traces  of  schedule  (1) 
chemicals. 


Finally,  with  regard  to  confiden- 
tiality, extensive  access  to  confidential 
information  will  be  required  for  inspec- 
tions. Thus  ways  to  reduce  the  need  for 
confidential  information  should  be  re- 
viewed, and  reliable  means  to  protect 
such  information  should  be  developed. 
It  is  clear  that  when  we  arrive  at  the 
multilateral  phase  of  trial  inspections, 
confidentiality  will  be  an  important 
issues. 

Our  delegation  welcomes  the  infor- 
mation provided  by  delegations  and  the 
discussions  of  national  trial  inspections 
that  have  taken  place  this  spring.  In 
our  view,  another  series  of  such  discus- 
sions early  in  the  summer  would  also  be 
profitable.  We  believe  that  the  experi- 
ence to  date  points  to  the  utility  of  ad- 
ditional work  on  trial  inspections  on  a 
national  basis,  including  additional  na- 
tional exercises.  We  look  forward  to 
learning  about  any  other  national  trial 
inspections  during  the  closing  weeks  of 
this  part  of  the  1989  session  of  the  con- 
ference. ■ 


Request  for  U.S.  Contributions 
to  Multilateral  Development  Banks 


by  Nicholas  F.  Brady 

Statement  prepared  for  the  Sub- 
committee on  Foreign  Operations  of  the 
House  Appropriations  Committee  on 
April  17,  1989.  Mr.  Brady  is  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury.1 

I  welcome  this  opportunity  to  discuss 
with  you  the  Administration's  FY  1990 
budgetary  proposals  for  the  multi- 
lateral development  banks  and  the  In- 
ternational Monetary  Fund's  (IMF) 
Enhanced  Structural  Adjustment 
Facility. 

I  want  to  begin  by  commending  the 
committee  and  its  staff  for  your  excel- 
lent work  last  year  in  passing  a  sepa- 
rate, stand-alone  foreign  assistance 
appropriations  bill.  As  you  know  only 
too  well,  that  was  a  signal  achievement. 
The  Administration  attached  consider- 
able importance  to  that  legislation,  and 
we  recognize  and  very  much  appreciate 
the  constructive  role  played  by  you  and 
members  of  the  committee.  We  also 
value  highly  the  frank  and  informative 
bipartisan  dialogue  that  was  evident 


throughout  the  process  leading  up  to 
enactment  of  the  legislation. 

For  FY  1990,  the  Administration  is 
requesting  $1,637  million  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $2,377  million  under  pro- 
gram limitations  for  subscriptions  to 
the  multilateral  development  banks.  It 
is  worth  emphasizing  that  exclusive  of 
U.S.  funding  shortfalls  from  previous 
years,  which  comprise  $313  million  of 
this  appropriation  request,  Adminis- 
tration requests  for  the  multilateral  de- 
velopment banks  have  not  increased 
since  FY  1985.  Thus  one  might  say  that 
the  multilateral  development  banks 
have  had  their  own  nominal  freeze  in 
place  for  the  past  4  years,  and  we  are 
proposing  to  continue  that  this  year. 

For  FY  1990,  we  are  also  seeking 
$150  million  in  budget  authority  to 
fund  U.S.  participation  in  the  IMF's 
Enhanced  Structural  Adjustment  Facil- 
ity. The  specific  requests  for  each  mul- 
tilateral development  bank  "window" 
and  the  Enhanced  Structural  Adjust- 
ment Facility  are  presented  in  the  an- 
nex at  the  end  of  my  testimony. 
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You  have  been  an  extremely  strong 
advocate  of  the  multilateral  develop- 
ment banks.  You  recognize,  as  I  do, 
that  these  institutions  are  important 
vehicles  for  promoting  U.S.  economic, 
political,  security,  and  humanitarian 
interests.  Currently  the  international 
debt  problem  and  the  environment  are 
of  particular  concern  to  all  of  us. 
Therefore,  I  regret  that  in  your  infor- 
mal mark-up  of  the  Administration's 
FY  1990  foreign  assistance  budget  re- 
quest, you  suggested  cuts  of  $303  mil- 
lion from  the  multilateral  development 
banks  and  $75  million  from  the  En- 
hanced Structural  Adjustment  Facility. 
In  particular,  you  eliminated  funding 
for  the  World  Bank  and  the  Inter- 
American  Development  Bank  (IDB)  be- 
cause of  dissatisfaction  with  the  debt 
strategy.  In  light  of  efforts  that  are 
now  underway  to  strengthen  the  strat- 
egy, I  hope  you  will  reconsider  the  level 
of  funding  for  the  multilateral  develop- 
ment banks  and  the  Enhanced  Struc- 
tural Adjustment  Facility. 


PROPOSALS  TO  STRENGTHEN 
THE  DEBT  STRATEGY 

As  you  know,  the  Administration  has 
reexamined  the  international  debt  situ- 
ation and  the  strategy  for  addressing 
debt  problems.  On  March  10,  I  outlined 
a  number  of  proposals  to  strengthen  the 
strategy  at  a  meeting  of  the  Bretton 
Woods  Committee.2  The  new  ideas 
build  on  the  principles  of  the  existing 
strategy,  which  have  been  reaffirmed 
by  the  international  community  as  a 
valid  basis  for  addressing  debt  prob- 
lems. These  principles  call  for  restora- 
tion of  growth  through  debtor  economic 
reforms,  the  provision  of  external  fi- 
nancial support  by  creditors,  and  the 
treatment  of  each  country's  needs  and 
problems  on  an  individual  basis. 

In  concluding  our  review,  however, 
we  recognized  that,  despite  progress 
achieved  in  many  areas  through  the 
previous  strategy,  serious  impediments 
to  a  successful  resolution  of  debt  prob- 
lems remain.  In  many  debtor  nations, 
growth  has  not  been  sufficient  nor  has 
economic  policy  reform  been  adequate. 
Capital  flight  continues  to  drain  re- 
sources from  debtor  country  econ- 
omies, and  neither  investment  nor 
domestic  savings  have  shown  much  im- 
provement in  a  number  of  cases.  Fur- 
thermore while  some  progress  has 
been  made  in  reducing  countries'  debt 


through  market  mechanisms,  the  pace 
of  debt  reduction  has  been  constrained. 
To  be  fair,  these  are  difficulties  you 
have  pointed  out  many  times  yourself. 

Let  me  outline  for  you  our  pro- 
posals to  address  these  problems.  The 
approach  we  have  suggested  is  intended 
to  mobilize  more  effective  external 
financial  support  for  debtor  countries' 
economic  reform  efforts.  While  recog- 
nizing the  continued  importance  of  new 
commercial  bank  lending,  we  feel  that 
more  emphasis  should  be  placed  on  vol- 
untary debt  and  debt  service  reduc- 
tion, new  investment,  and  flight  capital 
repatriation. 

In  this  new  approach,  we  continue 
to  rely  upon  the  IMF  and  the  World 
Bank  to  play  central  roles  in  addressing 
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debt  problems.  The  policy  reforms  fos- 
tered by  these  institutions  to  produce 
key  macroeconomic  and  structural 
changes  and  sustained  economic  per- 
formance remain  primary  to  any 
resolution  of  debt  problems.  In  fact  we 
believe  that  IMF  and  World  Bank  ca- 
pacity for  promoting  reform  and  mo- 
bilizing financial  resources  can  be  more 
effectively  harnessed  to  strengthen  the 
international  debt  strategy.  This  can 
be  achieved  through  additional  empha- 
sis on  policies  to  promote  foreign  direct 
investment  and  flight  capital  repatria- 
tion, as  well  as  redirection  of  some 
IMF  and  World  Bank  resources  to  sup- 
port debt  and  debt  service  reduction.  I 
will  elaborate  on  this  below. 

To  facilitate  the  debt  reduction 
process,  constraints  on  diversified 
forms  of  financial  support  from  the 
banking  community  need  to  be  relaxed. 
In  particular,  the  negotiation  of  a  gen- 
eral waiver  of  the  sharing  and  negative 
pledge  clauses  for  each  performing 
debtor  would  permit  debt  reduction  ne- 
gotiations between  debtors  and  banks 
to  go  forward.  Such  waivers  might  have 
a  3-year  life  in  order  to  stimulate  debt 
reduction  within  a  relatively  short  time 
period.  We  expect  these  waivers  to  ac- 


celerate the  pace  of  debt  reduction, 
thus  benefiting  debtor  nations  and  re- 
ducing new  financing  needs  to  more 
manageable  levels.  A  variety  of  debt 
and  debt  service  reduction  transactions 
could  be  pursued,  including  debt/bond 
exchanges,  cash  buybacks,  and  noncol- 
lateralized  interest  reduction  instru- 
ments. At  the  same  time,  effective 
debt/equity  programs  should  be  in  op- 
eration in  the  debtor  nations  in  order 
to  permit  continued  conversions  of 
external  obligations  into  investment 
instruments. 

We  look  to  the  banking  community 
to  continue  to  provide  new  lending  as 
well,  although  the  magnitudes  required 
should  be  reduced  by  the  debt  and  debt 
service  reduction  operation.  New  fi- 
nancing could  include  concerted  lend- 
ing, club  loans,  or  trade  credits — all  of 
which  could  involve  a  differentiation  of 
new  loans  from  old  debt.  Further,  new 
investment  and  flight  capital  repatria- 
tion should  play  a  role  in  meeting  fi- 
nancing needs. 


ROLE  OF  THE  MULTILATERAL 
DEVELOPMENT  BANKS  IN  THE 
DEBT  STRATEGY 

Let  me  elaborate  on  how  the  multi- 
lateral development  banks  relate  to 
this  enhanced  debt  strategy.  As  I  men- 
tioned, the  World  Bank  will  have  to 
play  a  central  role.  This  is  true  both 
with  respect  to  its  promotion  of  policy 
reforms  and  its  mobilization  of  financial 
resources  for  the  debtors. 

Helping  countries  establish  eco- 
nomic policies  conducive  to  stronger 
growth  will  remain  paramount.  Sound 
policies  must  be  established  in  the  vari- 
ous sectors  of  debtor  economies  by,  for 
example,  liberalizing  trade,  reforming 
parastatals,  developing  financial  mar- 
kets, and  relying  on  the  private  sector 
to  help  increase  employment  and  effi- 
ciency. The  World  Bank  has  built  im- 
pressive expertise  in  these  areas  and 
has  made  significant  contributions  to 
reforms  in  many  countries. 

In  addition  to  providing  advice  and 
funding  for  vital  structural  reforms, 
however,  the  World  Bank  should  place 
special  emphasis  on  measures  to  pro- 
mote overall  confidence  in  economic 
programs,  improve  the  investment  cli- 
mate, and  encourage  repatriation  of 
flight  capital.  By  establishing  sound 
economic  policies,  countries  can  make 
great  strides  in  restoring  investor  con- 
fidence. Further,  by  liberalizing  their 
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financial  sectors,  debtor  countries  can 
expand  the  scope  for  investment  by  for- 
eigners as  well  as  their  own  nationals 
holding  assets  abroad. 

We  have  proposed,  moreover,  that 
the  World  Bank  extend  its  policy-based 
lending  operations  to  provide  support 
for  voluntary  debt  reduction.  In  partic- 
ular, we  have  suggested  that  the  World 
Bank  set  aside  a  portion  of  participat- 
ing nations'  policy-based  loans  spe- 
cifically to  support  debt  reduction 
transactions — thereby  redirecting  re- 
sources available  from  the  World  Bank's 
current  capital.  These  funds  could  be 
used  to  collateralize  debt-for-bond  ex- 
changes with  a  significant  discount  on 
outstanding  debt  or  to  replenish  for- 
eign exchange  reserves  following  a  cash 
buyback. 

We  believe  that  the  World  Bank 
should  also  make  available  limited  in- 
terest support  for  transactions  involv- 
ing significant  debt  or  debt  service 
reduction.  Such  support,  which  could 
be  structured  so  as  to  safeguard  the  fi- 
nancial position  of  the  World  Bank, 
could  be  made  available  on  a  rolling 
basis  for  a  limited  period  of  time. 
Through  these  efforts,  the  World  Bank 
should  help  catalyze  market  activity 
which  would  ease  debt  service  burdens, 
improve  debtors'  creditworthiness,  and 
provide  an  impetus  to  growth. 

Beyond  ongoing  and  enhanced  ef- 
forts to  promote  economic  reforms  and 
to  facilitate  an  easing  of  debt  burdens, 
the  World  Bank  will  continue  its 
project-lending  activities,  which  re- 
main a  key  mechanism  for  stimulating 
growth.  Such  lending  will  still  com- 
prise about  75%  of  total  lending.  These 
loans  cover  a  wide  range  of  sectoral  and 
development  projects  in  borrowing 
countries,  rehabilitating  or  restructur- 
ing existing  enterprises,  and  expand- 
ing productive  capacity.  They  have 
financed  country  projects  in  agricul- 
ture and  rural  development,  transpor- 
tation, education,  industry,  energy, 
health  and  nutrition,  water  supply  and 
sewerage,  urban  development,  and  tele- 
communications. This  type  of  capital 
transfer  complements,  on  a  microlevel, 
the  World  Bank's  efforts  to  help  coun- 
tries implement  broader  based  struc- 
tural reforms. 

This  is,  I  believe,  a  particularly  op- 
portune time  for  legislative  action  to 
support  the  activities  of  the  World 
Bank.  In  early  April,  I  conferred  with 
finance  ministers  and  central  bank  gov- 
ernors from  around  the  world  in  meet- 
ings of  the  World  Bank  and  IMF.  I  was 


greatly  heartened  by  the  broad  support 
expressed  for  our  proposals  by  the  var- 
ious groups — the  Group  of  7,  the  Group 
of  10,  and  the  Interim  and  Development 
Committees  of  the  IMF  and  World 
Bank.  The  IMF  Interim  Committee, 
for  example,  which  represents  the 
views  of  both  debtor  and  creditor  gov- 
ernments, welcomed  the  U.S.  proposals 
to  strengthen  the  debt  strategy  and 
"requested  the  executive  board  to  con- 
sider as  a  matter  of  urgency  the  issues 


to  adopt  policies  that  will  contribute  to 
their  economic  recovery. 


ENVIRONMENT 

Debt,  however,  is  not  the  only  major  is- 
sue that  needs  U.S.  leadership  and  the 
assistance  of  the  multilateral  develop- 
ment banks.  Global  warming  and  other 
environmental  matters  are  now  of  ma- 
jor international  concern.  The  adverse 


The  approach  we  have  suggested  is  intended  to  mobilize  more 
effective  external  financial  support  for  debtor  countries'  eco- 
nomic reform  efforts more  emphasis  should  be  placed  on 

voluntary  debt  and  debt  service  reduction,  new  investment, 
and  flight  capital  repatriation. 


and  actions  involved."  In  particular, 
the  committee  agreed  that  "the  Fund 
should  provide  resources  in  appropri- 
ate amounts  to  members  to  facilitate 
debt  reduction  by  setting  aside  a  por- 
tion of  members'  purchases  under 
Fund-supported  arrangements." 

It  is  critical  now  that  we  build 
upon  the  momentum  established  by 
these  meetings  and  take  the  steps  nec- 
essary to  implement  the  strengthened 
debt  strategy.  This  involves  ensuring 
that  the  international  institutions 
which  have  been  asked  to  take  leading 
roles  have  adequate  resources  to  do  the 
job. 

I  hope  that  the  United  States  will 
take  the  lead  in  this  process  by  fully 
funding  the  World  Bank  and  the  other 
development  institutions.  The  regional 
development  banks  will  also  play  an  im- 
portant role  in  the  strengthened  debt 
strategy.  The  operations  of  the  African, 
Asian,  and  Inter-American  Develop- 
ment Banks  complement  and  support 
the  policy  reforms  promoted  by  the 
World  Bank  and  the  IMF.  As  the  World 
Bank  seeks  to  expand  the  array  of  sec- 
toral and  structural  adjustments  tar- 
geted by  its  lending,  the  regionally 
focused  institutions  can  help  reinforce 
the  incentives  for  debtor  countries  to 
implement  policies  that  will  lead  to  sus- 
tainable growth  and  recovery. 

In  particular,  we  expect  the  Inter- 
American  Development  Bank,  now  that 
agreement  has  been  reached  on  a  capi- 
tal increase,  will  undertake  lending 
programs  that  encourage  its  borrowers 


effects  of  climate  change  and  ozone 
depletion  will  not  stop  at  national 
boundaries.  These  issues  are  global  in 
nature,  and  we  must  clearly  develop 
new  and  cooperative  ways  to  deal  with 
them  more  effectively. 

You  and  members  of  this  commit- 
tee have  shown  a  great  deal  of  leader- 
ship in  galvanizing  the  multilateral 
development  banks  to  action  on  these 
matters,  working  closely  with  the  exec- 
utive branch.  Congress,  in  fact,  has 
given  the  executive  branch  a  substan- 
tial mandate  to  promote  a  heightened 
environmental  awareness  in  the  multi- 
lateral development  banks  and  to  as- 
sure that  progress  on  this  front  is 
achieved  in  the  developing  countries. 
Important  headway  on  various  levels 
has  been  made  over  the  past  year,  and 
we  are  fully  committed  to  doing  more 
in  this  important  area.  All  of  us  are 
looking  to  these  institutions  to  play  a 
critical  role  in  helping  to  keep  this 
planet  and  our  environment  habitable. 

Largely  through  U.S.  efforts,  the 
Development  Committee  communique 
of  April  4  noted  that  members  stressed 
the  increasing  importance  attached  to 
environmental  issues  and  to  the  timely 
dissemination  of  environmental  infor- 
mation on  World  Bank-supported  oper- 
ations. In  addition,  the  committee 
agreed  to  discuss  at  their  next  meeting 
the  World  Bank's  efforts  to  support  the 
environment,  including  the  integration 
of  environmental  concerns  in  World 
Bank  operations  and  measures  to  in- 
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crease  public  awareness  of  World  Bank 
environmental  activities. 

In  order  to  continue  to  influence 
this  effort,  we  must  be  prepared  not 
only  to  insist  on  a  critical  examination 
of  these  issues  but  also  be  willing  to 
provide  the  needed  financial  support. 
To  help  convince  you  that  such  support 
is  warranted,  I  would  like  to  review 
some  of  the  reforms  now  underway  to 
strengthen  the  multilateral  develop- 
ment banks'  effectiveness  in  addressing 
environmental  concerns. 


The  World  Bank  renewed  and 
strengthened  its  pledge  to  environmen- 
tal reform  in  the  executive  directors' 
report  on  the  general  capital  increase 
that  was  negotiated  in  1988.  Language 
in  the  report,  what  was  agreed  among 
both  developed  and  developing  coun- 
tries, called  specifically  for  "better 
management  of  natural  resources  and 
for  integration  of  environmental  work 
into  country  development  strategies, 
policies,  and  programs;  the  evaluation 
of  environmental  costs  of  projects;  and 


Congress... has  given  the  executive  branch  a  substantial 
mandate  to  promote  a  heightened  environmental  awareness 
in  the  multilateral  development  banks 


Recent  Reforms 

The  Inter-American  Development  Bank 
(IDB),  as  part  of  the  recently  negoti- 
ated replenishment  agreement,  is  to 
establish  an  environmental  line  unit  to 
assist  in  evaluating  environmental  as- 
pects of  projects  early  in  the  project 
cycle.  It  was  the  U.S.  Government  that 
called  publicly  for  the  establishment  of 
this  unit,  first  at  the  IDB's  annual 
meeting  in  Caracas  in  1988  and  again 
at  this  year's  annual  meeting  in  Am- 
sterdam. The  IDB  has  also  held  five  en- 
vironmental seminars  for  members  of 
its  technical  staff  and  estimates  that 
80%  of  its  operational  staff  has  now 
completed  the  training. 

The  African  Development  Bank 
(AFDB)  established  its  own  environ- 
mental line  unit  in  1988.  This  unit  is 
headed  by  a  recently  recruited  African 
expert  who  is  assisted  by  three  experts 
seconded  from  industrial  countries,  in- 
cluding one  from  the  United  States 
seconded  under  the  provisions  of  an 
Agency  for  International  Development 
(AID)  technical  assistance  program. 
The  AFDB  is  also  working  with  the 
Sierra  Club,  the  Natural  Resources 
Defense  Council,  and  the  American 
Farmland  Trust  to  set  up  a  conference 
to  increase  cooperation  between  envi- 
ronmental agencies  and  nongovernmen- 
tal organizations  in  four  of  its  bor- 
rowing countries.  This  initiative,  which 
we  encouraged  at  the  AFDB's  annual 
meeting  in  Abidjan  last  year,  is  not 
proceeding  as  rapidly  as  we  had  hoped. 
However,  we  look  forward  to  the  confer- 
ence taking  place  in  the  second  half  of 
this  year. 


mitigation  or  elimination  of  adverse  ef- 
fects." Our  job  now  is  to  see  that  this 
pledge  is  fulfilled.  This  year,  the  World 
Bank  almost  doubled  last  year's  admin- 
istrative budget  for  environmental 
work,  increasing  it  to  $9.4  million  in 
FY  1989  compared  with  $4.8  million  in 
FY  1988.  We  are  working  to  assure 
that  a  further  increase  dedicated  to  en- 
vironmental work  will  be  set  aside  for 
next  year,  particularly  in  the  regional 
units  which  monitor  the  project  ap- 
praisal process. 

The  Asian  Development  Bank 
(ADB)  established  an  environmental 
line  unit  in  1987.  The  ADB  is  continu- 
ing to  work  on  refining  the  participa- 
tion of  the  unit  in  the  project  cycle.  The 
role  of  this  unit  is  set  out  in  the  ADB's 
initial  paper  on  "Preliminary  Environ- 
mental Screening  of  Loans  and  Techni- 
cal Assistance  Projects."  In  addition, 
the  ADB  has  published  other  papers 
covering  secondary  screening  proce- 
dures and  provisions  for  participation 
of  environmental  specialists  in  loan  and 
technical  assistance  appraisals.  It  is 
also  focusing  greater  attention  on  envi- 
ronmental protection  measures  in  loan 
agreements  and  in  documents  that  give 
guidance  to  missions  and  to  post- 
evaluation  and  review  operations. 

I  have  provided  only  a  very  brief 
summary  of  some  of  the  progress  we 
have  made  in  the  multilateral  develop- 
ment banks  on  environmental  issues 
over  the  past  year.  More  information  is 
included  in  the  annual  report  that  we 
submitted  to  Congress  earlier  this 
year. 


Tropical  Forests 

No  environmental  issue  has  engaged 
more  public  concern  than  the  destruc- 
tion of  tropical  rain  forests.  The  U.S. 
Government  is  determined  that  the 
multilateral  development  banks  will 
adopt  policies  and  procedures  for  pro- 
tective measures  in  the  appraisal  of 
projects  that  may  adversely  affect 
these  forests  and  other  fragile  ecosys- 
tems. We  have  taken  several  steps  to 
increase  international  understanding  of 
the  importance  of  this  issue  and  to 
build  greater  support  for  measures  to 
protect  all  such  ecosystems  that  may  be 
threatened  by  development  projects 
and  programs. 

In  April  of  last  year,  the  Treasury 
Department  released  its  own  standards 
for  U.S.  evaluation  of  multilateral  de- 
velopment bank  projects  affecting  trop- 
ical moist  forests.  These  standards, 
developed  with  support  from  more  than 
50  environmental  groups  in  this  coun- 
try, were  immediately  made  available 
to  the  management  and  staff  of  the 
World  Bank  and  to  the  regional  devel- 
opment banks.  They  were  also  tabled  at 
an  ad  hoc  meeting  of  environmental  ex- 
perts held  under  the  auspices  of  the  Or- 
ganization for  Economic  Cooperation 
and  Development  (OECD)  in  Paris  last 
May.  We  have  made  arrangements  to 
see  that  they  will  be  discussed  again  at 
a  follow-on  meeting  of  the  OECD's  De- 
velopment Assistance  Committee  that 
will  be  held  in  Paris  in  June. 

Other  Initiatives 

We  have  also  released  U.S.  standards 
for  evaluating  multilateral  development 
bank  projects  adversely  affecting  wet- 
lands and  sub-Saharan  savannas,  and 
we  are  now  working  with  the  Natural 
Resources  Defense  Council  and  other 
environmental  organizations  to  com- 
plete standards  for  protecting  impor- 
tant marine  areas  such  as  coral  reefs 
and  seagrasses. 

In  addition,  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment has  set  up  an  informal  working 
group  with  Greenpeace  to  help  us  de- 
velop more  effective  measures  to  en- 
courage integrated  pest  management. 
Another  group  is  being  organized  to 
help  us  address  energy  efficiency  and 
conservation  issues.  I  am  hopeful  that 
we  will  have  more  progress  to  report  in 
both  of  these  important  areas  by  the 
time  of  our  next  report. 
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Assessment  of  Environmental  Impact       OTHER  U.S.  INTERESTS 


It  is  imperative  that  appropriate  envi- 
ronmental impact  assessment  proce- 
dures be  established  within  the 
multilateral  development  banks  and  in 
borrowing  countries.  There  is  also  a 
critical  need  for  the  multilateral  devel- 
opment banks  to  provide  environmen- 
tal information  on  projects  to  the  public 
in  advance  of  board  action.  I  stressed 
the  importance  of  environmental  issues 
at  the  annual  meeting  of  the  World 
Bank  in  Berlin  last  September.  In 
March  of  this  year,  I  wrote  a  letter  to 
President  [of  the  World  Bank  Barber] 
Conable  emphasizing  the  importance 
we  attach  to  providing  access  to  infor- 
mation and  the  need  for  the  World  Bank 
to  act  more  quickly  in  this  area.  Two 
weeks  ago,  we  made  a  statement  to  the 
World  Bank's  Development  Committee 
highlighting  once  more  the  importance 
of  prompt  action.  I  have  urged  my  col- 
leagues in  other  developed  countries  to 
support  these  efforts,  and  we  will  press 
hard  in  the  months  ahead  to  get  inter- 
national agreement  on  appropriate 
procedures. 

We  will  be  most  effective  if  we  can 
mobilize  international  support  for  envi- 
ronmental impact  assessment  proce- 
dures and  access  to  information  and 
work  with  our  colleagues  from  other 
countries,  both  developed  and  develop- 
ing, in  establishing  procedures  that 
are  acceptable  to  all  member  countries. 
We  need  to  focus  our  efforts  on  bring- 
ing about  the  changes  that  we  think  are 
important  within  the  multilateral  de- 
velopment banks  and  in  the  countries 
that  borrow  from  them. 

We  have  reservations  regarding 
legislation  to  extend  National  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act  (NEPA)  procedures 
to  U.S.  votes  in  the  banks.  Extension 
of  NEPA  would  move  the  focus  of  our 
efforts  away  from  reform  of  multi- 
lateral development  bank  procedures, 
which  is  the  right  focus,  to  internal 
U.S.  Government  procedures.  We  are 
also  concerned  that  extension  of  NEPA 
could  be  viewed  as  a  unilateral  U.S.  ap- 
proach that  would  generate  opposition 
to  our  proposals  and  hold  back  our  ef- 
forts to  promote  reform.  On  the  other 
hand,  I  would  strongly  support  an  ini- 
tiative that  seeks  to  develop  appropiate 
procedures  within  the  multilateral  de- 
velopment banks.  Such  procedures 
might  well  be  based  on  other  proce- 
dures already  established  in  member 
countries  or  accepted  by  international 
organizations. 


I  believe  there  is  more  than  ample  rea- 
son for  the  United  States  to  support 
the  multilateral  development  banks  on 
the  international  debt  and  environmen- 
tal considerations  which  I  have  just  re- 
viewed. However,  since  U.S.  interests 
in  these  organizations  cover  many 
areas,  as  this  committee  is  well  aware, 
let  me  quickly  review  other  dimensions 
of  U.S.  interests  in  fostering  a  strong 
foundation  for  the  multilateral  develop- 
ment banks. 

First,  they  support  our  geopoliti- 
cal and  strategic  interests.  The  multi- 
lateral development  banks  lend  to  coun- 
tries that  are  strategically  important 
to  the  United  States,  such  as  Turkey, 
the  Philippines,  and  Mexico.  Multi- 
lateral development  bank  involvement 
leads  to  further  cooperation  on  a  num- 
ber of  fronts,  including  controlling  in- 
ternational migration  and  promoting 
democracy  and  human  rights. 

Second,  the  multilateral  develop- 
ment banks  advance  the  broad  U.S. 
economic  objective  of  promoting  the 
growth  of  a  free,  open,  and  stable  eco- 
nomic and  financial  system.  They  do 
this  by  encouraging  and  supporting  de- 
veloping country  movement  toward 


creased  exports.  Let  me  elaborate  on 
this  point  to  underscore  just  how  im- 
portant this  is  for  the  U.S.  economy. 

Agriculture 

The  agriculture  sector  illustrates  this 
vividly.  Six  out  of  every  10  people  in  de- 
veloping countries  depend  on  agricul- 
ture and  related  pursuits  for  their 
livelihood.  Hence,  the  most  direct  way 
to  increase  incomes  in  these  countries 
is  to  assist  agriculture.  Indeed,  the 
multilateral  development  banks  are  a 
prime  source  of  project  finance  and 
technical  advice  in  this  key  sector. 
Overall,  more  multilateral  development 
bank  lending  goes  into  the  agriculture 
sector  than  any  other — roughly  25% 
annually. 

In  poorer  countries,  up  to  60%  of 
increased  income  is  spent  on  food  and 
upgrading  the  quality  of  the  diet,  and 
this  virtually  always  translates  into 
more  animal  protein  in  the  diet.  Pro- 
duction of  more  animal  protein,  in 
turn,  requires  more  feedgrains  and 
soybean  meal — products  that  U.S. 
farmers  produce  more  efficiently  than 
anywhere  else  in  the  world.  In  fact,  the 
output  from  one  in  four  U.S.  cropland 
acres  enters  export  markets,  creating 


The  U.S.  Government  is  determined  that  the  multilateral 
development  banks  will  adopt  policies  and  procedures  for 
protective  measures  in  the  appraisal  of  projects  that  may  ad- 
versely affect  [tropical  forests]  and  other  fragile  ecosystems. 


more  open  trade  and  capital  flows,  in- 
cluding greater  reliance  on  the  private 
sector  and  free-market  pricing 
policies. 

Third,  the  multilateral  develop- 
ment banks  support  U.S.  objectives  to 
improve  the  quality  of  life  for  impov- 
erished people  throughout  the  develop- 
ing world.  They  provide,  particularly 
through  their  soft  loan  windows,  spe- 
cial funding  for  social  programs  and 
generally  promote  overall  economic 
growth  and  productivity  in  developing 
countries. 

Finally,  stronger,  more  stable, 
growing  developing  country  economies 
directly  help  the  U.S.  economy;  they 
contribute  to  an  expansion  of  employ- 
ment in  the  United  States  through  in- 


nearly  1  million  farm  and  off-farm  jobs. 
Roughly  40%  of  U.S.  agriculture  ex- 
ports is  sold  in  developing  countries. 
Hence,  living  standards  in  the  Third 
World,  where  diets  have  ample  room  to 
grow,  will  probably  play  a  greater  role 
than  any  other  factor  in  determining 
whether  U.S.  agriculture  will  stagnate 
or  flourish. 

South  Korea's  recent  economic  per- 
formance illustrates  the  potential  for 
increased  U.S.  exports.  Since  1982  per 
capita  consumption  of  livestock  prod- 
ucts increased  from  18  to  25  kilograms 
per  year,  a  39%  increase,  which  is  very 
high  compared  to  the  relatively  flat 
consumption  patterns  in  the  United 
States  and  Europe.  The  quantity  of 
U.S.  feedgrains  and  soybean  exports 
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to  Korea  doubled  in  the  period  from 
1980  to  1987.  It  is  important  to  note  in 
this  connection  that  the  multilateral 
development  banks  played  a  key  role  in 
Korea's  economic  success — multilateral 
development  bank  loans  to  Korea  have 
totaled  over  $8,700  million. 

Information  Technology 

A  sector  that  is  becoming  increasingly 
pivotal  to  growth  in  all  countries  is  in- 
formation technology.  Within  a  matter 
of  decades,  government  and  commerce 
in  the  industrialized  world  have  become 
dependent  on  rapidly  changing  com- 
puter hardware  and  software  and  the 
new  forms  of  telecommunications — sat- 


ogy  hardware  and  software,  U.S.  pro- 
ducers should  be  well-poised  to  secure 
much  of  this  business.  In  recent  years, 
U.S.  exports  of  computers  and  business 
equipment  to  developing  countries  have 
jumped  dramatically.  Korea  went  from 
importing  $161  million  in  1984  to  $489 
million  in  1988,  a  300%  increase;  and 
Mexico  increased  from  $338  million  to 
$602  million,  almost  a  180%  increase 
during  a  period  when  their  ability  to 
import  has  been  sharply  curtailed. 

U.S.  Business  Contracts 

In  this  context,  it  is  useful  to  note  that 
business  contracts  resulting  from  mul- 
tilateral development  bank  projects  are 


Not  only  is  strengthening  the  information  technology  capa- 
bility of  developing  countries  in  their  self-interest,  it  is  in 
our  self-interest  as  well.  A  growing,  more  productive  econ- 
omy is  a  growing  market  for  U.S.  exports. 


ellite  transmission  and  optic-fiber 
cables — that  link  computers,  tele- 
phones, and  television.  But  information 
technology  can  also  be  invaluable  in  ag- 
ricultural research,  health  services, 
and  other  traditional  development  ac- 
tivities. Proper  utilization  of  these 
technologies  can  help  economies  run 
much  more  efficiently.  Microelec- 
tronics, for  instance,  can  help  countries 
make  better  use  of  electric  power,  thus 
limiting  capital  costs;  and  computeriza- 
tion of  financial  and  economic  data  in- 
crease their  accuracy  and  utility  for 
growth  and  development  several  fold. 

The  multilateral  development 
banks  can  play  a  critical  role  in  helping 
developing  countries  gain  access  to  in- 
formation technology.  Indeed,  we  be- 
lieve that  this  is  an  area  in  which  there 
is  considerable  scope  for  greater  multi- 
lateral development  bank  activity,  par- 
ticularly the  World  Bank. 

Not  only  is  strengthening  the  infor- 
mation technology  capability  of  devel- 
oping countries  in  their  self-interest,  it 
is  in  our  self-interest  as  well.  A  grow- 
ing, more  productive  economy  is  a 
growing  market  for  U.S.  exports.  But 
more  directly,  the  United  States  is  a 
world  leader  in  this  sector.  As  the 
developing  countries  grow  and  increase 
their  purchases  of  information  technol- 


a  direct  and  tangible  benefit  stemming 
from  U.S.  participation  in  the  multi- 
lateral development  banks.  These  con- 
tracts are  composed  of  three  related 
elements. 

First,  there  is  the  procurement 
stemming  directly  from  multilateral 
development  bank-provided  finance. 
U.S.  businesses  secured  roughly  $1.9 
million  in  contracts  from  the  multi- 
lateral development  banks  last  year. 
This  compares  with  U.S.  budget  ex- 
penditures for  the  multilateral  develop- 
ment banks  averaging  about  $1.3 
million  annually. 

Second,  since  the  multilateral  de- 
velopment banks  only  provide  a  portion 
of  the  finance  needed  for  a  project, 
there  are  other  procurement  possi- 
bilities generated  by  non-multilateral 
development  bank  finance  for  a  project. 

Finally,  the  business  contacts  es- 
tablished through  U.S.  business  partic- 
ipation in  bidding  on  multilateral  devel- 
opment bank  projects  leads  to  follow-on 
business.  For  instance,  Morrison- 
Knudsen,  a  U.S.  engineering  and  con- 
struction firm,  and  ECI  International, 
a  U.S.  firm  specializing  in  the  supply  of 
educational  and  vocational  training 
equipment,  have  sent  letters  to  Con- 
gress noting  that  contacts  established 
on  a  multilateral  development  bank 


project  are  helpful  in  pursuing  non- 
multilateral  development  bank  oppor- 
tunities. In  sum,  multilateral  develop- 
ment bank  projects  are  an  important 
nexus  for  the  development  of  U.S. 
exports. 

To  assist  U.S.  business  in  compet- 
ing for  multilateral  development  bank 
contracts,  the  Omnibus  Trade  Act  re- 
quired the  appointment  of  commercial 
officers  to  serve  with  each  of  the  U.S. 
executive  directors  at  the  multilateral 
development  banks.  The  Treasury  De- 
partment is  consulting  with  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  International  Trade 
Administration  and  the  foreign  and 
commercial  service  about  these  ap- 
pointments. It  is  expected  that  the 
positions  at  the  Asian  and  African 
Development  Banks  will  be  filled  in  the 
near  future.  In  addition,  Treasury  is 
working  with  the  multilateral  develop- 
ment banks  to  improve  the  quality  and 
timeliness  of  information  about  con- 
tract awards  on  multilateral  develop- 
ment bank  projects. 

Burdensharing 

Fortunately  the  burden  of  financing 
the  operations  of  these  institutions  is 
shared  by  all  member  countries.  Conse- 
quently U.S.  interests  in  developing 
countries  can  be  pursued  through  these 
institutions  without  the  United  States 
bearing  the  full  burden.  This  is  partic- 
ularly important  during  periods  of  se- 
vere budgetary  constraint. 

We  currently  maintain  a  34.5% 
share  in  the  capital  of  the  Inter- 
American  Development  Bank.  Our 
shares  in  the  other  international  finan- 
cial institutions  is  much  lower.  In  re- 
cent years,  the  contributions  of  other 
donor  countries — including  some  deve- 
loping countries — to  these  institutions 
have  increased  relative  to  the  United 
States  as  their  respective  economies 
have  grown  and  prospered.  This  is  par- 
ticularly important  for  multilateral  de- 
velopment bank  concessional  lending 
operations  where  all  contributions  are 
fully  paid  in. 

For  their  market-related  lending 
operations,  the  multilateral  develop- 
ment banks  leverage  the  callable  capi- 
tal guarantees  of  member  countries  to 
borrow  funds  on  private  capital  mar- 
kets. Hence,  the  majority  of  multi- 
lateral development  bank  loans  are 
financed  with  relatively  small  cash  out- 
lays from  multilateral  development 
bank  members  and  are  cost-effective 
when  compared  with  U.S.  bilateral  eco- 
nomic assistance. 
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In  FY  1988,  the  United  States 
provided  $3,100  million  in  foreign  eco- 
nomic assistance  (development  assist- 
ance and  the  economic  support  fund)  to 
75  countries,  exclusive  of  Israel,  Spain, 
and  a  few  other  higher  income  coun- 
tries. These  countries  received  U.S. 
assistance  to  engender  close  coopera- 
tion and  enhance  our  national  interest 
through  increased  political,  economic, 
and  military  stability  in  the  Third 
World.  These  same  countries  received 
additional  commitments  of  $18,000  mil- 
lion from  the  multilateral  development 
banks — but  at  a  cost  to  the  United 
States  of  only  $1,200  million  in  budget 
authority.  Hence,  for  about  one-third 
the  budget  cost  of  all  our  bilateral  aid 
programs,  U.S.  payments  to  the  multi- 
lateral development  banks  leverage 
lending  programs  that  are  almost  six 
times  as  large  as  our  bi- 
lateral programs. 

In  addition,  the  multilateral  devel- 
opment banks  provide  considerable 
finance  and  technical  assistance  to 
countries  such  as  Argentina,  Brazil, 
and  Mexico  that  are  of  considerable 
geopolitical  importance  to  the  United 
States  but  which  receive  virtually  no 
U.S.  economic  assistance.  The  multi- 
lateral development  banks  made  com- 
mitments of  over  $5,000  million  to 
these  countries  in  FY  1988. 


ENHANCED  STRUCTURAL 
ADJUSTMENT  FACILITY 

In  addition  to  our  requests  for  funding 
of  the  multilateral  development  banks, 
the  Administration  is  seeking  authori- 
zation and  appropriation  in  FY  1990  for 
a  modest  $150  million  contribution  to 
the  interest  subsidy  account  of  the  En- 
hanced Structural  Adjustment  Facility 
of  the  IMF. 

In  recent  years,  the  international 
community  has  adopted  a  comprehen- 
sive approach  to  help  the  poorest  coun- 
tries, particularly  those  in  sub-Sahara 
Africa,  to  implement  the  structural 
economic  reforms  which  are  essential 
for  the  increased  growth  and  develop- 
ment necessary  to  alleviate  poverty 
and  improve  basic  human  needs.  This 
approach  draws  upon  the  collective  ef- 
forts of  the  IMF,  the  World  Bank,  and 
official  creditors. 

The  Enhanced  Structural  Adjust- 
ment Facility  represents  the  center- 
piece of  the  IMF's  efforts  to  address 
the  plight  of  the  poorest  countries.  It 
was  established  in  1987  to  enable  the 
IMF  to  provide  financial  assistance  on 


concessional  terms  to  the  poorest  coun- 
tries experiencing  protracted  balance- 
of-payments  problems  and  prepared  to 
undertake  multiyear  economic  reforms. 
It  builds  upon  the  IMF's  Structural 
Adjustment  Facility,  which  was  estab- 
lished in  1986  in  response  to  U.S.  pro- 
posals to  assist  the  low-income 
countries  adopt  growth-oriented  re- 
forms. The  Enhanced  Structural  Ad- 
justment Facility  is  expected  to 
provide  new  resources  totaling  $8,000 
million  to  low-income  countries  en- 
gaged in  economic  and  structural  ad- 
justment. These  resources  will 
supplement  the  roughly  $2,500  million 
remaining  to  be  disbursed  under  the 
Structural  Adjustment  Facility. 

The  Enhanced  Structural  Adjust- 
ment Facility  is  catalyzing  significant 
additional  resources  for  the  low-income 
countries  through  its  association  with 
the  policy  framework  paper  process,  a 
unique  and  historic  step  forward  in 
strengthening  collaboration  between 
the  IMF  and  the  World  Bank.  Under 
this  process,  the  two  institutions  work 
in  a  mutually  constructive  manner  in 
helping  resolve  the  special  problems  in 
the  poorest  of  the  developing  countries. 
Member  countries  eligible  to  use  the 


The  IMF  is  the  central  mone- 
tary pillar  of  U.S.  interna- 
tional economic  policy  and  a 
key  policy  instrument  to  ad- 
vance our  economic  and 
security  interests. 


Structural  Adjustment  Facility  and  the 
Enhanced  Structural  Adjustment  Fa- 
cility develop  a  medium-term  policy 
framework  paper — a  joint  document  of 
the  IMF  and  the  World  Bank — outlining 
their  structural  and  macroeconomic 
reform  efforts  and  containing  an  as- 
sessment of  their  financing  needs,  in- 
cluding possible  IMF  and  World  Bank 
financing.  The  IMF  and  World  Bank 
are  now  conducting  joint  staff  missions 
to  prepare  the  policy  framework 
papers. 

The  World  Bank  agreed  to  ear- 
mark $3,000-3,500  million  of  the  eighth 
replenishment  of  the  International 
Development  Association  (IDA)  for  ad- 
justment programs  related  to  policy 
framework  papers.  Substantial  donor 


support  is  also  being  catalyzed  through 
cofinancing,  in  particular  for  sub- 
Sahara  Africa  under  the  World  Bank's 
special  program  of  assistance.  Further- 
more, at  the  Toronto  economic  summit, 
the  heads  of  state  or  government 
agreed  to  ease  the  debt  servicing  bur- 
dens of  the  poorest  countries  under- 
taking internationally  supported 
adjustment  programs.  The  mechanisms 
to  address  these  debt  service  burdens 
have  been  developed  by  the  Paris  Club, 
the  institution  responsible  for  re- 
scheduling debt  owed  to  official  credi- 
tors, and  are  working  smoothly. 

The  United  States  is  the  only  ma- 
jor industrial  country  that  has  not  yet 
contributed  to  the  Enhanced  Struc- 
tural Adjustment  Facility.  The  IMF  is 
the  central  monetary  pillar  of  U.S.  in- 
ternational economic  policy  and  a  key 
policy  instrument  to  advance  our  eco- 
nomic and  security  interests.  A  modest 
contribution  to  the  Enhanced  Struc- 
tural Adjustment  Facility  would  go  far 
to  maintain  our  credibility  in  the  IMF 
and  provide  the  United  States  with  a 
voice  on  issues  of  central  importance 
to  our  national  interests  and  the  well- 
being  of  the  world  economy.  It  would 
help  many  of  the  low-income  countries 
to  adopt  necessary  growth-oriented 
reforms.  Many  of  these  countries — 
including  Pakistan,  Bolivia,  Zaire,  and 
other  key  nations  in  sub-Sahara 
Africa — are  of  significant  strategic  im- 
portance to  the  United  States. 

Countries  contributing  to  the  En- 
hanced Structural  Adjustment  Facility 
are  expected  to  provide  loans  of  about 
$8,000  million.  The  United  States  is 
one  of  the  very  few  major  member 
countries  not  providing  loans.  We  have 
consistently  indicated  that  we  could 
not  provide  loans  due  to  budget  con- 
straints, and  we  are  not  now  proposing 
any  U.S.  loans  to  the  Enhanced  Struc- 
tural Adjustment  Facility.  The  neces- 
sary size  of  such  loans  would,  in  my 
view,  be  prohibitive. 

We  should,  however,  contribute 
modestly  to  an  account  which  will  help 
subsidize  Enhanced  Structural  Adjust- 
ment Facility  loans  to  developing  coun- 
tries. The  proposal  before  you  is  to 
make  a  $150  million  contribution  to  an 
interest  subsidy  account  of  the  En- 
hanced Structural  Adjustment  Facility 
which  would  make  its  loans  conces- 
sional. It  is  critical  that  loans  from  the 
Enhanced  Structural  Adjustment  Facil- 
ity be  provided  on  realistic  terms  to 
these  low-income  countries. 
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Budget  authorization  and  appro- 
priation of  the  full  U.S.  contribution  is 
being  sought  in  FY  1990  to  provide  the 
IMF  with  adequate  assurance  that  re- 
sources will  be  available  to  finance  the 
interest  subsidy.  However,  actual  dis- 
bursements from  the  U.S.  contribution 
would  occur  over  the  period  through 
U.S.  FY  2001,  roughly  the  final  date 
for  interest  payments  on  Enhanced 
Structural  Adjustment  Facility  loans. 
Consequently  actual  budget  outlays 
each  year  will  be  small  and  would  not 
exceed  $3  million  in  FY  1990,  with  the 
bulk  of  the  outlays  occurring  in  the  lat- 
ter part  of  the  12-year  period. 

Such  a  contribution  would  be  par- 
ticularly cost-effective.  The  U.S.  con- 
tribution represents  only  Vk%  of  the 
total  resources  being  provided  to  the 
facility,  in  comparison  with  our  IMF 
quota  share  of  some  20%.  Moreover,  the 
amount  of  resources  the  Enhanced 
Structural  Adjustment  Facility  can 
bring  to  bear  in  the  poorest  countries 
often  far  exceeds  the  amounts  that  can 
be  mobilized  through  our  bilateral 
assistance. 

For  these  reasons,  I  urge  you  to 
support  enactment  of  legislation  pro- 
viding for  a  contribution  by  the  United 
States  of  $150  million  to  the  interest 
subsidy  account  of  the  IMF's  Enhanced 
Structural  Adjustment  Facility. 


INTERNATIONAL  FINANCE 
CORPORATION 

As  you  are  aware,  U.S.  support  for  the 
International  Finance  Corporation 
(IFC)  has  come  under  question  as  a  re- 
sult of  major  shortfalls  in  our  planned 
purchases  of  shares.  In  1985  we  agreed 
to  a  capital  increase  of  $650  million  for 
the  IFC  but  have  been  able  to  pay  for 
only  34%  of  our  allotted  175,162  shares 
(at  $1,000  each).  We  are  at  a  critical 
juncture,  wherein  we  must  pay  our  cap- 
ital arrears  to  allow  the  IFC  to  pursue 
a  number  of  private  sector  development 
activities.  Otherwise  we  risk  a  serious 
weakening  of  the  institution's  financial 
well-being  and  a  loss  of  U.S.  leadership 
in  the  institution. 

The  IFC  is  the  arm  of  the  World 
Bank  that  makes  equity  investments  in 
and  loans  to  private  sector  enterprises 
in  the  developing  world.  It  operates 
without  government  guarantee — thus 
reducing  the  role  of  governments  in 
developing  economies.  More  signifi- 
cantly, equity  investment  by  the  IFC, 
as  well  as  loans,  allows  enterprises  to 


grow  without  increasing  their  indebt- 
edness. It  has  been  an  important  cata- 
lyst of  investment  funds,  most  recently 
attracting  $7.50  from  other  sources  of 
capital  for  every  $1.00  it  lends  and 
invests. 

The  IFC  also  plays  an  important 
role  in  advising  governments  about  how 
to  improve  the  environment  for  invest- 
ment in  their  countries.  It  has  contrib- 
uted toward  the  development  of  capital 
markets  through  advice  and  invest- 
ments. This  work  allows  countries  to 
generate  financing  from  institutional 
and  individual  investors,  both  foreign 
and  domestic,  without  the  intermedia- 
tion of  commercial  banks. 

I  would  like  to  describe  for  you 
some  of  the  most  important  initiatives 
underway  at  the  IFC — programs  that 
require  U.S.  financial  support  for  the 
institution  to  be  carried  out  in  full  over 
time. 

Sub-Sahara  Africa 

As  part  of  an  overall  plan  to  increase 
the  IFC's  involvement  in  sub-Sahara 
Africa,  the  IFC  has  undertaken  or  par- 
ticipated in  three  related  programs: 
the  African  Project  Development  Facil- 
ity, the  African  Management  Services 
Company,  and  the  Africa  Enterprise 
Fund. 

The  African  Project  Development 
Facility  was  established  2  years  ago  by 
the  IFC  with  the  AFDB  and  the  UN 
Development  Program  (UNDP).  Teams 
based  in  Abidjan  and  Nairobi  provide 
advice  to  companies  planning  invest- 
ments and  help  them  raise  finance. 

Their  work  is  complemented  by  the 
African  Management  Services  Com- 
pany, which  trains  the  personnel  neces- 
sary to  manage  companies.  The  IFC 
invested  in  the  African  Management 
Services  Company  in  1988,  as  a  logical 
extension  of  its  work  in  sub-Sahara 
Africa.  The  African  Management  Serv- 
ices Company  provides  management 
training  for  new  ventures,  existing  pri- 
vate companies,  and  parastatals  under 
privatization.  It  also  provides  back-up 
in  areas  such  as  marketing,  product  de- 
velopment, and  improved  productivity. 

The  IFC  has  rounded  out  its  role  in 
sub-Sahara  Africa  with  the  establish- 
ment of  the  Africa  Enterprise  Fund  to 
promote  IFC  investment  in  small-  and 
medium-sized  enterprises.  A  large 
number  of  IFC  professionals  have  been 
sent  into  the  field  with  authority  to 
take  decisions  autonomously  on  much 
smaller  investments  than  those  the 
IFC  normally  makes.  Despite  their 


small  size— ranging  from  $100,000  to 
$750,000 — these  investments  are  sub- 
jected to  the  same  standards  of  analy- 
sis applied  to  larger  investments.  This 
extremely  labor-intensive  program 
meets  the  financing  needs  of  small  Af- 
rican entrepreneurs  who  would  never 
be  able  to  attract  IFC  investments 
without  this  type  of  outreach.  As  the 
profits  on  this  activity  are  much  lower 
than  those  from  larger  investments, 
the  IFC's  ability  to  continue  the  pro- 
gram will  be  limited  if  U.S.  funding 
shortfalls  are  not  paid. 

Private  Sector  Development 

Among  other  efforts  to  support  devel- 
opment of  the  private  sector,  the  IFC 
pursues  three  main  activities  in  capital 
markets  development: 

•  Advising  in  the  establishment 
and/or  strengthening  of  capital 
markets; 

•  Investing  or  lending  to  domestic 
capital  market  institutions  in  need  of 
support;  and 

•  Improving  the  access  of  compa- 
nies and  financial  institutions  to  the 
global  financial  markets. 

We  expect  these  efforts  to  pay  sub- 
stantial dividends  over  the  coming 
years.  The  most  important  effect  will 
be  lowering  the  need  for  borrowing  to 
finance  investment.  Other  positive  ef- 
fects will  be  liberalizing  financial  sys- 
tems, opening  companies  to  public 
control,  and  reducing  the  role  of  gov- 
ernments in  capital  investment. 

The  IFC's  corporate  finance  unit 
has  pursued  corporate  restructurings 
through  a  three-phase  approach.  It  con- 
ducts an  intense  review  of  a  company's 
finances  and  operations,  followed  by 
the  use  of  various  techniques  to  achieve 
the  optimum  use  of  the  firm's  internal 
resources.  Companies  may  engage  in 
debt  buybacks,  debt-equity  conver- 
sions, or  debt-swaps  and/or  exchanges. 
Finally  the  IFC,  the  company,  and  its 
creditors  negotiate  an  agreement  on 
the  restructuring,  which  usually  in- 
volves an  investment  by  the  IFC.  These 
negotiations  are  settled  on  a  case-by- 
case  basis,  using  a  market-oriented 
approach. 

Since  1985  the  IFC  has  partici- 
pated in  about  50  corporate  restructur- 
ings, one-half  of  which  have  been  in 
Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean.  This 
type  of  fee-generating  service  is  being 
increasingly  provided  by  the  IFC  in  its 
role  as  an  "investment  bank  for  devel- 
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FY  1990  Budget  Request 

We  are  requesting  $1,600  million  for  the 
multilateral  development  banks  and  $150 
million  for  the  IMF's  Enhanced  Structural 
Adjustment  Facility  in  FY  1990.  These  fund- 
ing requests  reflect  both  the  need  for  budg- 
etary restraint  and  the  financial 
requirements  for  effective  development  pro- 
grams. Our  multilateral  development  bank 
request  is  comprised  of  multilateral  develop- 
ment bank  funding  requirements  currently 
due  for  payment,  $1,300  million,  and  $314 
million  of  the  $414  million  in  U.S.  funding 
shortfalls  to  the  multilateral  development 
banks.  The  stringency  of  the  budget  con- 
straint on  international  affairs  funding  pre- 
vents the  Administration  from  requesting 
the  entirety  of  U.S.  funding  shortfalls  on 
earlier  scheduled  multilateral  development 
bank  payments.  These  requests  are  compos- 
ed exclusively  of  funding  commitments  ne- 
gotiated by  the  Administration  in  close 
consultation  with  this  committee. 

International  Bank  for  Reconstruction 
and  Development  (IBRD) 

For  the  IBRD  (also  known  as  the  World 
Bank)  in  FY  1990,  the  Administration  is  re- 
questing: (1)  $20.1  million  in  budget  authori- 
ty to  complete  the  first  installment  to  the 
1988  GCI;  and  (2)  $70.1  million  in  budget  au- 
thority and  $2,241.8  million  under  program 
limitations  for  subscription  for  the  second 
installment. 

The  World  Bank's  principal  role  today  is 
making  long-term  credit  available  for  pro- 
ductive projects,  which  will  lead  to  econom- 
ic and  social  development  in  its  less 
developed  members.  These  loans  carry  mar- 
ket interest  rates.  In  addition  to  project  fi- 
nance, the  IBRD  provides  policy  advice  and 
technical  assistance  and  financing  in  sup- 
port of  structural  reform  and  serves  as  a  fi- 
nancial catalyst  and  institution  builder. 

International  Development 
Association  (IDA) 

For  FY  1990,  the  Administration  is  request- 
ing: (1)  $6.7  million  to  complete  the  second 
installment;  and  (2)  $958.3  million  for  the 
third  and  final  installment  for  the  $2,875- 
million  U.S.  share  of  IDA-8. 

IDA,  an  affiliate  of  the  World  Bank,  is 
the  single  largest  source  of  multilateral  de- 
velopment assistance  for  lending  on  conces- 
sional repayment  terms  to  the  world's 
poorest  countries.  Over  96%  of  IDA  lending 
goes  to  countries  with  an  annual  per  capita 
income  of  $400  or  less. 


ANNEX 


International  Finance  Corporation  (IFC) 

For  FY  1990,  the  Administration  is  request- 
ing: (1)  $79.9  million  to  fund  the  U.S.  short- 
falls in  its  subscription  to  the  $650  million 
IFC  capital  increase;  and  (2)  $35  million  for 
the  fifth  and  final  installment. 

The  IFC  provides  risk  capital  as  well  as 
long-term  loans;  plays  an  important  role  as  a 
catalyst  in  attracting  private  capital;  and 
provides  technical  assistance  to  developing 
countries  that  want  to  encourage  domestic 
and  foreign  private  investment. 

Inter-American  Development 
Bank(IDB) 

For  FY  1990,  the  Administration  is  request- 
ing $31.6  million  in  budget  authority  to  com- 
plete the  U.S.  commitment  to  the  sixth  IDB 
capital  increase. 

Fund  for  Special  Operations 

For  FY  1990,  the  Administration  is  request- 
ing $63.7  million  in  budget  authority  to  com- 
plete the  U.S.  commitment  to  the  sixth 
increase  in  resources  for  the  fund  for  special 
operations.  These  funds  are  required  for  the 
1989  fund  lending  program. 

Inter-American  Investment 
Corporation  (IIC) 

For  FY  1990,  the  Administration  is  request- 
ing $25.5  million  in  U.S.  funding  shortfalls 
to  the  IIC.  These  funds,  for  the  third  and 
fourth  of  four  installments  to  the  IIC,  would 
complete  the  U.S.  commitment  to  this 
institution. 

The  IIC  is  linked  to  the  IDB  and  is  de- 
signed to  support  private  sector  activities  in 
Latin  America  through  equity  and  loan  in- 
vestments that  focus  primarily  on  small-  and 
medium-scale  enterprises. 

Asian  Development  Bank  (ADB) 

The  ADB  is  currently  making  lending  com- 
mitments on  the  basis  of  capital  stock  that  is 
fully  subscribed  by  ADB  member  countries, 
including  the  United  States.  Hence,  there  is 
no  need  to  request  funding  for  the  ADB  in 
FY  1990.  The  ADB  makes  loans  at  market 
rates  to  developing  member  countries  in  re- 
gions of  key  importance  to  U.S.  strategic 
and  economic  interests. 

Asian  Development  Fund  (ADF) 

For  FY  1990,  the  Administration  is  request- 
ing: (1)  $84.6  million  in  U.S.  funding  short- 
falls to  the  first  and  second  installments  to 
the  fourth  replenishment  of  ADF  resources; 


and  (2)  $146.1  million  for  the  third,  regu- 
larly scheduled  installment.  The  stringent 
budget  constraint  on  funding  for  interna- 
tional affairs  prevents  us  from  requesting 
the  remaining  funding  shortfall  of  $100  mil- 
lion to  the  ADF  until  FY  1991.  However,  be- 
cause of  exchange-rate  changes  and  lower- 
than-expected  lending  levels,  it  is  expected 
that  the  total  $230.7  million  requested  will 
be  sufficient  to  complete  its  project  lending 
programs  in  CY  1989. 

The  ADF  is  a  source  of  concessional  fi- 
nance to  the  poorest  member  countries  of 
the  ADF.  Pakistan,  Bangladesh,  Sri  Lanka, 
and  Nepal  are  the  major  borrowers  from  the 
ADF. 

African  Development  Bank  (AFDB) 

For  FY  1990,  the  Administration  is  request- 
ing: (1)  $1.6  million  in  budget  authority  to 
subscribe  to  paid-in  capital  to  complete  the 
second  of  five  installments  to  increase  the 
AFDF's  capital  base;  and  (2)  $9  million  in 
budget  authority  and  $134.8  million  under 
program  limitations  for  the  third  U.S. 
installment. 

The  AFDB  makes  loans  on  market 
terms  for  the  economic  and  social  develop- 
ment of  50  African  member  countries,  indi- 
vidually and  through  regional  cooperation. 
The  AFDB  is  an  important  part  of  the  U.S. 
commitment  to  work  with  the  countries  of 
Africa  for  the  achievement  of  their  long- 
term  development  objectives. 

African  Development  Fund  (AFDF) 

For  FY  1990,  the  Administration  is  seeking 
$105  million  in  budget  authority  for  the  sec- 
ond of  three  installments  of  the  U.S.  contri- 
bution to  the  fifth  replenishment  of  AFDF 
resources.  The  AFDF  complements  AFDB 
operations  by  providing  concessional  financ- 
ing for  high  priority  development  projects  in 
the  poorest  African  countries.  The  United 
States  has  a  strong  humanitarian  interest  in 
aiding  the  poorest  countries  of  the  world's 
least  developed  continent  through  its  sup- 
port for  the  AFDF. 

IMF  Enhanced  Structural 
Adjustment  Facility 

For  FY  1990,  the  Administration  is  request- 
ing $150  million  in  budget  authority  for  a 
one-time  U.S.  contribution  to  the  interest 
subsidy  account  of  the  Enhanced  Structural 
Adjustment  Facility.  This  facility  provides 
financial  assistance  on  concessional  terms  to 
the  poorest  countries  experiencing  pro- 
tracted balance-of-payments  problems. 
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opment."  While  this  service  is  self- 
financing,  it  does  not  generate  the  kind 
of  profits  that  the  IFC  needs  to  finance 
its  growing  investments. 


INTER-AMERICAN 
DEVELOPMENT  BANK 

As  you  are  aware,  member  countries  of 
the  Inter-American  Development  (IDB) 
have  agreed  to  increase  the  bank's  capi- 
tal and  replenish  the  resources  of  the 
concessional  window,  the  fund  for  spe- 
cial operations.  Final  agreement  was 
reached  during  the  IDB's  annual  meet- 
ing in  March.  It  calls  for  a  $26,500  mil- 
lion capital  increase  and  a  $200  million 
replenishment  of  the  fund  for  special 
operations.  The  annual  U.S.  share  of 
the  subscriptions  to  paid-in  capital  and 
contributions  to  the  fund  for  special  op- 
erations would  be  $77.9  million. 

The  agreement  is  a  good  and  fair 
one  that  reflects  the  needs  and  desires 
of  both  the  donor  and  borrowing  mem- 
ber countries.  The  result  will  be  a 
strengthened  IDB  that  can  more  effec- 
tively support  the  growth  and  develop- 
ment of  Latin  America  and  the 
Caribbean.  Under  the  agreement  and 
with  the  organizational  and  procedural 
reforms  that  are  already  underway  in 
the  IDB,  it  will: 

•  Lend  $22,500  million  over  the 
1990-93  period; 

•  Continue  to  seek  ways  to  ensure 
that  half  of  its  lending  program  bene- 
fits lower  income  groups; 

•  Provide  up  to  $5,600  million  of 
fast-disbursing,  policy-based  sector 
lending; 

•  Strengthen  the  country  program- 
ming process  to  ensure  that  all  its  lend- 
ing will  support  policy  reform  and  self- 
sustaining  growth; 

•  Adopt  a  loan  approval  mechanism 
that  allows  greater  weight  to  be  given 
to  the  views  of  donor  countries;  and 

•  Reorganize  operating  depart- 
ments to  implement  sector  lending  and 
country  programming  and  to  improve 
the  overall  efficiency  of  IDB  opera- 
tions. This  will  include  enhancing  its 
environmental  analysis  by  establishing 
an  environmental  line  unit. 

With  the  replenishment  now 
agreed  and  the  organizational  and  pro- 
cedural reforms  being  implemented, 
the  IDB  will  also  be  able  to  make  its 
contribution  to  helping  resolve  Latin 
America's  debt  problems.  That  contri- 
bul  ion  will  be  to  encourage  its  bor- 


rowers to  adopt  policies  that  improve 
economic  performance,  stimulate  new 
foreign  investment,  increase  domestic 
savings,  and  encourage  the  repatria- 
tion of  flight  capital.  Private  sector  ini- 
tiatives and  the  development  of  market- 
based  economies  should  be  emphasized. 
It  will  be  critical,  therefore,  that  the 
United  States  meet  its  funding  obliga- 
tions to  the  IDB  in  order  that  this  proc- 
ess can  be  fully  implemented. 


CONCLUSION 

In  conclusion,  I  want  to  emphasize  the 
Administration's  commitment  to,  and 
fullj-support  for,  the  multilateral  devel- 
opment banks  and  U.S.  participation  in 
the  IMF  Enhanced  Structural  Adjust- 
ment Facility.  These  institutions  are  vi- 
tal to  our  efforts  to  strengthen  the 
international  debt  strategy.  It  is  criti- 
cal that  we  provide  full  funding  for 
U.S.  participation  in  order  to  maintain 
U.S.  leadership  on  debt  issues  and  to 
ensure  that  the  strengthened  strategy 
is  implemented. 

These  institutions  also  serve  the 
United  States  in  a  variety  of  other 
ways.  We  rely  on  the  multilateral  devel- 
opment banks  to  promote  policies 
which  protect  the  delicate  global  envi- 


ronment that  we  all  share.  We  depend 
on  their  role  to  promote  our  security 
and  humanitarian  interests. 

Furthermore,  the  fate  of  multi- 
lateral development  bank  activities  is 
important  to  the  U.S.  economy,  since 
success  in  promoting  sustainable 
growth  will  increase  effective  demand 
among  developing  countries  for  U.S. 
exports  and  reduce  the  strains  on  the 
international  financial  system.  I  also 
believe  that  successful  operation  of 
overall  multilateral  development  bank 
programs  will  make  one  additional  con- 
tribution: the  promotion  of  peace  and 
democracy  among  nations.  I  cannot 
overemphasize  the  importance  I  attach 
to  this. 

I  recognize  fully  that,  even  in  the 
best  of  circumstances,  supporting  for- 
eign assistance  is  never  popular.  Now, 
at  a  time  of  severe  budget  constraint,  it 
will  be  even  more  difficult.  It  is  imper- 
ative that  we  support  these  institutions 
in  their  important  tasks. 


irrhe  complete  transcript  of  the  hear- 
ings will  be  published  by  the  committee  and 
will  be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Of- 
fice, Washington,  D.C.  20402. 

2For  text,  see  Bulletin  of  May  1989, 
p.  53.  ■ 


Status  of  Multilateral  Trade  Negotiations 


by  Carta  A.  Hills 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Trade  of  the  House  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  on  April  11,  1989.  Ambas- 
sador Hills  is  U.S.  Trade  Repre- 
sentative.1 

I  welcome  this  opportunity  to  meet 
with  the  committee  to  discuss  the 
status  of  the  Uruguay  Round  of  the 
multilateral  trade  negotiations.  Your 
hearing  today  is  made  more  timely  be- 
cause of  the  success  achieved  last  week 
in  Geneva. 

On  Saturday  [April  8],  delegates 
from  over  100  countries  ratified  15  ne- 
gotiating texts  which  establish  the 
framework  for  the  final  stage  of  nego- 
tiations on  the  full  range  of  subjects  in- 
cluded in  the  Uruguay  Round.  The 
approval  of  these  texts  concludes  the 
midterm  review  begun  in  Montreal.  I 
can  honestly  say  that  we  are  now  well 


positioned  to  undertake  in  earnest  the 
final,  hard  bargaining  which  will  de- 
termine whether  the  Uruguay  Round 
succeeds. 

Having  said  that,  however,  I  want 
to  make  it  clear  to  you  that  we  have  a 
very  long  way  to  go  in  this  process.  The 
tough  part  lies  ahead.  And  I  want  our 
trading  partners  to  realize  that  there 
will  be  no  final  concessions  from  the 
United  States  in  this  round  unless  oth- 
ers are  similarly  committed  to  sub- 
stantial reform.  Thus  far,  we  have  not 
bound  ourselves  to  final  agreements  on 
most  important  issues.  Rather  we  have 
committed  ourselves  to  a  realistic  ne- 
gotiating program  which  can  ulti- 
mately bring  about  reform  in  world 
trade  rules.  If  others  do  not  negotiate 
in  good  faith,  it  is  unlikely  the  negotia- 
tions will  result  in  final  agreements 
that  the  United  States  will  be  able  to 
sign.  As  a  result  of  last  week,  however, 
I  am  encouraged  that  others  besides 
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the  United  States  are  serious  about 
this  process,  and  I  am  optimistic  about 
the  chances  for  success. 

We  now  need  to  quicken  the  pace  of 
our  work  in  Geneva  if  we  are  to  keep  to 
our  1990  deadline  for  concluding  the  ne- 
gotiations. We  also  need  to  intensify 
our  consultations  with  the  Congress 
and  the  private  sector  sothat  U.S.  pro- 
posals tabled  in  Geneva  have  been  de- 
veloped only  after  consideration  of  the 
views  of  all  interested  parties.  Let  me 
summarize  for  you  the  results  of  the 
midterm  review  and  then  turn  to  a  dis- 
cussion of  the  upcoming  timetable. 

Summary  of  Midterm  Review 

The  midterm  review  was  originally 
scheduled  to  conclude  with  a  meeting  of 
trade  ministers  last  December  in  Mon- 
treal. Agreement  was  reached  in  11  out 
of  15  negotiating  areas.  Disagreements 
arose,  however,  in  four  negotiating 
areas — agriculture,  intellectual 
property,  textiles  and  clothing,  and 
safeguards — leading  ministers  to  put 
the  results  agreed  from  the  other  11 
negotiating  groups  "on  hold"  until  the 
Trade  Negotiations  Committee  was 
able  to  work  out  differences  in  the  four 
disputed  negotiating  texts. 

The  meetings  last  week  were  in- 
tended to  break  this  impasse.  From 
this  perspective,  I  think  we  were  quite 
successful.  We  reached  agreements  on 
all  four  framework  texts.  I  believe  that 
the  language  adopted  in  these  areas 
both  protects  our  basic  interests  and 
commits  our  partners  to  a  meaningful 
negotiating  process.  Moreover  the 
Trade  Negotiations  Committee  lifted 
its  hold  on  the  other  11  texts,  thereby 
enabling  negotiations  to  proceed  on  the 
full  agenda  of  the  Uruguay  Round. 

I  believe  that  we  have  now  achieved 
the  objectives  first  set  forth  for  the 
midterm  review.  These  objectives  were 
to: 

•  Achieve  some  "tangible"  results 
that  could  be  implemented  prior  to  the 
conclusion  of  the  Uruguay  Round; 

•  Provide  clear  guidance  on  the  is- 
sues to  be  negotiated;  and 

•  Reaffirm  the  political  will  of  gov- 
ernments to  succeed  by  1990  in  all  the 
negotiating  areas. 

Let  me  discuss  in  detail  how  these 
particular  objectives  were  reached  in 
the  four  areas  negotiated  last  week. 


Agriculture.  The  agreement  on 
agriculture  lays  out  the  scope  and  the 
process  for  the  negotiations  to  take 
place  over  the  next  20  months.  The 
long-term  objective  of  these  negotia- 
tions will  be  to  provide  for  substantial 
progressive  reductions  in  agriculture 
support  and  protection  which  will  re- 
sult in  correcting  and  preventing  re- 
str'ctions  and  distortions  in  world 
agriculture  markets.  All  measures 
which  directly  or  indirectly  affect  im- 
port access  and  export  competition  are 
to  be  put  on  the  table  for  negotiation 
during  the  final  bargaining  sessions. 
Prior  to  the  end  of  this  year,  partici- 
pants will  advance  proposals  to  achieve 
a  fair  and  market-oriented  agricultural 
trading  system  as  well  as  proposed 
rules  and  disciplines  to  govern  the  new 
system.  Participants  will  also  submit 
by  that  time  their  proposals  to  harmo- 
nize sanitary  and  phytosanitary  regu- 
lations and  proposed  methods  for 
improving  the  multilateral  dispute  set- 
tlement process  in  this  regard. 

Ministers  also  agreed  to  begin  im- 
plementation of  the  long-term  reform  in 
1991. 

For  the  short  term  (i.e.,  until  the 
conclusion  of  the  round),  there  is  agree- 
ment to  hold  overall  domestic  and  ex- 
port support  and  protection  at  or  below 
current  levels  in  1989  with  specific 
commitments  on  market  access  and 
support  prices.  By  October  of  this  year, 
ministers  will  provide  specifics  on 
their  intended  reductions  in  support 
and  protection  levels  for  1990. 

Intellectual  Property.  The  agree- 
ment is  significant  because  it  resolved 
a  key  procedural  difficulty  that  has 
hindered  the  negotiating  group  on 
trade-related  intellectual  property 
rights  since  its  inception;  that  is, 
whether  the  negotiation  is  to  cover  the 
establishment  of  adequate  and  effective 
standards  for  the  protection  of  intellec- 
tual property  rights.  The  framework 
sets  out  clear  guidance  to  negotiators 
that  it  does.  In  this  regard,  the  text 
provides  that  negotiations  toward  a 
comprehensive  agreement  on  trade- 
related  intellectual  property  rights 
include  not  only  adequate  substantive 
intellectual  property  standards  but 
also  effective  means  for  enforcement  of 
such  standards  and  effective  and  expe- 
ditious dispute  settlement  procedures. 

Negotiations  on  intellectual  prop- 
erty are  a  key  component  of  the 
Uruguay  Round  for  the  United  States. 
Our  objective  has  been  to  address, 
through  such  an  agreement,  the  distor- 


tions and  impediments  to  international 
trade  caused  by  the  lack  of  adequate 
and  effective  protection  of  intellectual 
property  rights  around  the  world. 

We  can  now  proceed  to  negotiate 
an  agreement  covering  all  areas  of  ma- 
jor concern  to  the  United  States.  This 
includes,  for  example,  patent  protec- 
tion for  pharmaceuticals  and  chemical 
products,  copyright  protection  for 
sound  recordings  and  computer  soft- 
ware, trade  secret  protection  for  pro- 
prietary manufacturing  processes  and 
data,  and  effective  enforcement  to  stop 
the  counterfeiting  of  trademarks  and 
piracy  of  copyrighted  materials  such  as 
books,  motion  pictures,  and  record- 
ings. Economic  losses  due  to  inade- 
quate protection  amounted  to  an 
estimated  $43-61  billion  in  1986,  ac- 
cording to  a  1988  study  by  the  U.S.  In- 
ternational Trade  Commission. 

The  U.S.  efforts  to  advance  these 
negotiations  have  been  strongly  sup- 
ported by  the  active  interests  and  par- 
ticipation of  the  Congress  and  the 
private  sector.  Due  to  these  combined 
efforts,  the  awareness  of  the  impor- 
tance of  adequate  and  effective  protec- 
tion of  intellectual  property  rights  has 
been  increasing  in  the  United  States 
and  abroad.  Our  insistence  that  this 
topic  be  addressed  in  the  General 
Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade 
(GATT)  is  now  supported  by  a  signifi- 
cant number  of  our  trading  partners. 

Textiles  and  Clothing.  The  agree- 
ment, which  recognizes  the  importance 
of  textiles  and  apparel  in  the  Uruguay 
Round,  calls  for  participants  to  begin 
negotiation  later  this  month  on  modal- 
ities that  could  lead  to  the  application 
of  normal  GATT  rules  to  this  sector,  as 
agreed  in  Punta  del  Este  in  1986. 

However,  in  order  to  integrate  tex- 
tiles and  apparel  into  GATT,  we  will 
need  to  strengthen  the  relevant  GATT 
rules  and  disciplines.  Negotiations  in 
•  this  area  should  contribute  to  the  ex- 
pansion of  textile  and  apparel  trade. 
All  countries,  developed  and  developing 
alike,  are  to  contribute  to  this  process. 

Safeguards.  GATT  Article  XIX 
contains  procedures  to  provide  tempo- 
rary import  relief  to  domestic  indus- 
tries seriously  injured  by  imports.  For 
many  years,  GATT  contracting  parties 
have  recognized  that  the  provisions  of 
Article  XIX  need  to  be  clarified 

The  framework  allows  the  work  of 
this  negotiating  group  to  go  forward 
without  prejudging  the  position  of  the 
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participants  with  respect  to  the  major 
issues  of  the  negotiation.  The  agree- 
ment establishes  a  June  deadline  for 
the  preparation  of  a  draft  text  which 
will  serve  as  the  basis  for  negotiations 
during  the  remainder  of  the  Uruguay 
Round.  Governments  are  encouraged  to 
submit  their  own  proposals  as  soon  as 
possible,  preferably  by  the  end  of  April. 
The  framework  stresses  the  impor- 
tance of  concluding  a  comprehensive 
agreement  which  establishes  multi- 
lateral control  over  safeguard  meas- 
ures, including  so-called  grey  area 
measures,  which  are  currently  outside 
of  multilateral  control.  The  aim  of  the 
negotiation  is  either  to  bring  such 
measures  under  multilateral  discipline 
or  to  eliminate  them. 

Achievements  in  Other  Areas 

The  understandable  focus  during  the 
past  few  months  on  the  above  four  sub- 
jects has  obscured  the  achievements 
reached  at  or  before  Montreal  on  the  11 
other  negotiating  areas.  I  will  not  men- 
tion every  group,  but  at  Montreal  we 
managed  to  achieve: 

•  Improvements  to  the  dispute  set- 
tlement procedures  of  GATT,  an  area  of 
vital  importance; 

•  A  framework  that  allows  us  to 
conduct  the  market  access  negotiations 
on  tariffs  and  nontariff  measures  on  a 
request/offer  basis; 

•  A  multilateral  package  on  tropi- 
cal products  of  major  concern  to  less 
developed  countries; 

•  A  trade  policy  review  mechanism 
to  periodically  examine  the  trade  poli- 
cies of  GATT  members; 

•  Guidance  on  negotiating  an 
agreement  on  trade  in  services  and  de- 
velopment of  a  draft  agreement  by  the 
end  of  the  year; 

•  Guidance  on  negotiating  an 
agreement  on  trade-related  investment 
measures;  and 

•  A  procedure  to  introduce  new 
discipline  in  the  areas  of  subsidies  and 
countervailing  duties. 

We  have  used  the  time  since  Mon- 
treal on  these  subjects  to  position  the 
United  States  for  the  final  20  months  of 
the  negotiating  process.  For  example, 
the  data  base  to  support  the  market  ac- 
cess negotiations  is  now  being  devel- 
oped, and  we  will  hold  public  hearings 
next  month  to  solicit  specific  advice 
about  items  for  inclusion  in  the  initial 
U.S.  request  list  for  the  reduction  or 
elimination  of  foreign  tariff  and  non- 


tariff  measures.  We  will  be  prepared 
to  submit  our  initial  request  list  to  our 
trading  partners  on  specific  market  ac- 
cess issues  on  schedule,  before  the 
summer  break. 

With  your  help,  we  intend  to  ad- 
here to  the  deadlines  imposed  on  the 
negotiating  groups  and  will  push  our 
partners  to  act  accordingly.  We  have 
been  consulting  with  your  staff  and  the 
private  sector  advisory  committees  on 
all  15  subjects,  and  we  are  now  explor- 
ing the  different  types  of  proposals  we 
want  to  table  in  Geneva.  We  expect 
that  other  participants  will  also  have 
their  negotiating  proposals  on  the  table 
by  the  end  of  the  year.  We  have  an  am- 
bitious agenda,  and  it  is  important, 
given  other  initiatives  underway,  that 
the  Uruguay  Round  be  concluded  by 
December  1990,  as  agreed. 


In  sum  I  am  delighted  to  report  to 
you  that  the  Uruguay  Round  negotia- 
tions are  advancing  once  again  after 
the  successful  outcome  of  the  midterm 
review.  We  have  much  work  to  do  and 
little  time  to  waste.  I  want  the  commit- 
tee to  know  that  I  am  committed  to 
this  effort  and  that  this  Administration 
will  spare  no  effort  to  achieve  a  result 
that  significantly  strengthens  world 
trade  rules  and  furthers  the  economic 
interests  of  the  United  States.  I  hope 
that  the  committee  will  continue  to 
follow  closely  developments  in  the 
Uruguay  Round  and  provide  frequent 
guidance  to  us  as  we  conclude  these 
negotiations. 


irThe  complete  transcript  of  the  hear- 
ings will  be  published  by  the  committee  and 
will  be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Of- 
fice, Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


Foreign  Direct  Investment 
in  a  Global  Economy 


Since  1980,  foreign  direct  investment 
in  the  United  States  has  grown  at  a 
much  faster  rate  than  was  typical  for 
the  preceding  50  years.  Foreign  inves- 
tors have  become  much  more  visible 
throughout  this  country.  However,  for- 
eign investment  in  the  United  States 
plays  virtually  the  same  role  that  it  has 
since  the  founding  of  the  Republic. 

Foreign  investment,  both  U.S.  in- 
vestment abroad  and  foreign  invest- 
ment in  this  country,  is  important  in 
allocating  resources  to  produce  wealth. 
Foreign  investment  leads  to  more  effi- 
cient international  production  and  ben- 
efits both  home  and  host  countries. 

U.S.  Policy 

Toward  Foreign  Investment 

The  United  States  welcomes  foreign  in- 
vestment and  seeks  to  accord  foreign 
investors  the  same  fair,  equitable,  and 
nondiscriminatory  treatment  given  to 
American  investors.  U.S.  investment 
policy  is  governed  by  the  following 
principles. 

National  Treatment.  Foreign  in- 
vestors should  be  given  treatment  that 
is  no  less  favorable  in  like  situations 
than  domestic  enterprises,  except  to 
protect  national  security  and  related 
interests. 


Most-Favored-Nation  Status.  For- 
eign investors  from  different  countries 
should  be  granted  equal  treatment. 

Protection  of  Investor  Rights  in 
Accord  With  International  Legal 
Principles  and  Multilateral  Conven- 
tions. Any  expropriation  of  investment 
or  abrogation  of  an  investor's  financial, 
physical,  and  intellectual  property 
rights  should  be  done  for  a  public  pur- 
pose, in  a  nondiscriminatory  fashion 
under  due  process  of  law  without  violat- 
ing previous  contractual  arrangements, 
and  accompanied  by  prompt,  adequate, 
and  effective  compensation. 

Multilaterally,  the  United  States 
has  worked  actively  to  promote  and  im- 
plement these  principles.  For  example, 
in  1976  and  1984,  the  United  States 
sought  and  achieved  two  decisions  by 
the  Organization  for  Economic  Cooper- 
ation and  Development  (OECD), 
consisting  of  understandings  among 
OECD  members  on  national  treatment, 
investment  incentives  and  disincen- 
tives, guidelines  for  multinational  en- 
terprises, liberalization  of  capital 
flows,  and  the  right  of  establishment 
for  foreign  (including  U.S.)  investors. 
The  U.S.  Government  now  is  pursuing 
an  initiative  in  the  current  Uruguay 
Round  of  multilateral  trade  negotia- 
tions to  reduce  foreign  government  re- 
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strictions  on  investment  in  the  form  of 
trade-related  investment  measures  and 
to  ensure  high  international  standards  of 
protection  for  intellectual  property, 
such  as  copyrights,  trademarks,  and 
patents. 

Bilaterally,  the  United  States  has 
an  investment  treaty  program  to  facili- 
tate investment  in  developing  countries. 
The  eight  treaties  already  in  force  estab- 
lish a  bilateral  framework  of  agreed 
standards  of  conduct  in  such  areas  as 
treatment  of  investment,  expropriation 
and  compensation,  transfer  of  funds,  and 
the  settlement  of  disputes.  This  pro- 
gram complements  the  investment  pro- 
tection provisions  contained 


in  bilateral  "treaties  of  friendship,  com- 
merce, and  navigation,"  which  the  Unit- 
ed States  has  concluded  over  the  past  130 
years  with  its  major  trading  partners. 

U.S.  Investment  Abroad 

U.S.  multinational  corporations  have 
been  an  essential  element  in  the  growth 
of  the  international  economy.  They  em- 
ploy more  than  24  million  people  world- 
wide, including  6.3  million  overseas. 
U.S.  trade  in  1986  associated  with 
these  multinational  corporations 
amounted  to  $318  billion;  exports  in- 
volving U.S.  multinationals  accounted 


for  nearly  80%  of  total  U.S.  merchan- 
dise exports. 

The  United  States  is  the  largest 
foreign  direct  investor.  As  has  been 
true  through  most  of  the  period  since 
World  War  II,  Canada  is  the  favored  na- 
tion for  U.S.  investors.  West  European 
countries  and  Japan  round  out  the  list 
of  the  top  10  hosts  for  U.S.  investment. 

U.S.  multinationals  frequently  are 
accused  of  exporting  jobs  to  foreign 
lands.  However,  multinational  corpora- 
tions create  new  employment  overseas 
by  establishing  new  facilities  and  mod- 
ernizing old  ones.  By  doing  so,  they 
contribute  to  economic  development 
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and  rising  living  standards  in  other 
countries.  Consequently,  these  expand- 
ing foreign  markets  are  better  able  to 
absorb  more  U.S.  exports  of  goods  and 
services.  Similarly,  the  largest  foreign 
consumers  for  U.S.  exports  are  typ- 
ically foreign-based  subsidiaries  owned 
by  U.S.  investors.  Investment  and 
trade  in  the  global  economy  is  a  two- 
way  street  that  benefits  all  participat- 
ing countries. 

Foreign  Investment 
in  the  United  States 

Since  the  beginning  of  this  decade, 
foreign  direct  investment  here  has  in- 
creased dramatically.  There  are  several 
reasons  for  this  explosive  growth.  The 
U.S.  domestic  market  is  the  largest  in 
the  world,  and  foreign  investors  desire 
to  have  guaranteed  access  to  that  mar- 
ket. The  world's  most  important  econ- 
omy has  longstanding  economic  and 
political  stability.  The  removal  of  re- 
strictions on  the  outflow  of  capital,  es- 
pecially from  the  United  Kingdom  and 
Japan,  has  allowed  funds  from  those 
nations  to  flow  here. 

It  is  worth  noting  that  the  depreci- 
ation of  the  U.S.  dollar  since  1985  has 
not  made  it  more  attractive  for  foreign- 
ers with  appreciating  currencies,  such 
as  the  Japanese  and  the  West  Germans, 
to  invest  in  the  United  States.  While  a 
stronger  yen  or  Deutsche  mark  means 
that  U.S.  dollar  assets  are  cheaper,  it 
also  means  that  the  dollar  earnings  a 
Japanese  or  German  investor  receives 
from  U.S.  investments  are  worth  fewer 
yen  or  marks.  In  fact,  historically, 
there  has  been  little  correlation  be- 
tween the  relative  strength  of  the  dol- 
lar and  the  inflow  of  foreign  direct 
investment.  In  addition,  despite  the 
strength  of  the  yen  and  the  mark,  a  Ja- 
panese or  German  might  be  hesitant  to 
invest  in  the  United  States  if  the  inves- 
tor thought  the  dollar  might  depreciate 
further  in  the  future. 

Contrary  to  U.S.  public  percep- 
tion, the  Japanese  do  not  hold  the  larg- 
est stock  of  foreign  direct  investment 
in  this  country.  Rather,  the  British,  as 
they  have  for  most  of  America's  history, 
are  the  most  important  sources  of  for- 
eign direct  investment  here.  The 
Netherlands  is  the  second  largest  in- 
vestor, followed  by  Japan,  Canada,  and 
West  Germany.  Despite  the  growth  in 


U.S.  Direct  Investment 
Abroad, 1970-87 

(Sbillions) 


1970     1980      19871 


Manufacturing 

32.3 

89.2 

126.6 

Petroleum 

21.7 

47.6 

66.4 

Other 

24.2 

78.8 

115.8 

Total 

78.2 

215.6 

308.8 

Major  Recipients 

Canada 

22.8 

45.0 

56.9 

United  Kingdom 

8.0 

28.6 

44.7 

West  Germany 

4.6 

15.4 

24.5 

Switzerland 

1.8 

11.3 

20.0 

Japan 

1.5 

6.2 

14.3 

'Preliminary. 
Source:  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce 


Foreign  Direct  Investment 
in  the  U.S.,  1970-87 

(Sbillions) 


1970 

1980 

19871 

Manufacturing 

6.1 

25.2 

91.0 

Wholesale  Trade 

1.0 

14.3 

37.6 

Petroleum 

3.0 

12.4 

35.4 

Other 

3.2 

16.5 

97.9 

Total 

13.3 

68.4 

261.9 

Major  Investors 

United  Kingdom 

4.1 

12.2 

74.9 

Netherlands 

2.2 

16.9 

47.0 

Japan 

.2 

4.2 

33.4 

Canada 

3.1 

10.1 

21.7 

West  Germany 

.7 

5.4 

19.6 

'Preliminary. 
Source:  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce 


International  Investment 
Position  of  the  U.S.,  1972-87 

(Sbillions) 


1972 

1980 

1987' 

Net  Investment 

37.0 

106.3 

-368.2 

U.S.  Assets  Abroad 

198.7 

607.1 

1,167.8 

Official  Reserves 

13.2 

26.8 

45.8 

Other  U.S. 

36.1 

63.8 

88.4 

Assets 

Private  Assets 

149.4 

516.6 

1,033.6 

Foreign  Assets 

161.7 

500.8 

1,536.0 

in  the  U.S. 

Official  Assets 

63.0 

176.1 

283. 1 

Other  Assets 

98.7 

324.8 

1,252.9 

'Preliminary. 
Note:  Totals  may  not  add  due  to 
rounding. 
Sim  ice:  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce 


Japanese  investment,  the  bulk  of  for- 
eign investment  in  the  United  States 
continues  to  be  held  by  citizens  of  the 
member  nations  of  the  European  Com- 
munity and  Canada. 

Foreign  investment  in  the  United 
States  is  no  less  important  to  this  coun- 
try than  it  was  in  1786.  In  that  year, 
Thomas  Paine,  the  author  of  Common 
Sense,  noted  that: 

It  has  always  been  a  maxim  of  poli- 
tics... that  the  more  foreign  countries  which 
any  nation  can  interest  in  the  prosperity  of 
its  own,  so  much  the  better.  Where  the  treas- 
ure is,  there  will  the  heart  be  also;  and, 
therefore,  when  foreigners  vest  their  money 
with  us,  they  naturally  invest  their  good 
wishes  with  it;  and  it  is  we  that  obtain  an  in- 
fluence over  them,  not  they  over  us. 

Net  International  Investment 
Position  of  the  United  States 

Commentators  frequently  refer  to  the 
United  States  by  misleading  terms 
such  as  "net  debtor"  or  "the  world's 
largest  debtor  nation."  These  refer- 
ences are  to  the  U.S.  net  international 
investment  position.  This  calculation  by 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce  at- 
tempts to  value  and  compare  U.S.  as- 
sets abroad  to  foreign  assets  in  the 
United  States.  Since  1982,  the  U.S.  net 
international  investment  position  has 
fallen  from  a  high  of  plus  $141  billion  in 
1982  to  a  negative  $368  billion  at  the 
end  of  1987. 

Citing  the  net  international  invest- 
ment position  as  "net  debt"  is  flawed 
from  both  an  accounting  and  an  eco- 
nomic perspective.  The  net  interna- 
tional investment  position  includes  not 
only  debt  but  also  equity,  gold,  and  for- 
eign exchange  holdings.  Furthermore, 
the  components  of  the  net  international 
investment  position  are  not  valued  in  a 
consistent  fashion.  While  bonds  and 
stock  holdings  are  calculated  at  market 
value,  U.S.  direct  investment  abroad  is 
valued  at  original  cost.  Valuing  this  di- 
rect investment  at  its  market  price 
would  add  up  to  $600  billion  to  the  U.S. 
net  international  investment  position. 
Also  U.S.  gold  holdings  are  valued  at 
roughly  $42  an  ounce;  using  a  market 
price  for  gold  would  add  $100  billion  to 
the  U.S.  position.  Consequently,  it  is 
very  possible  that  the  real  net  interna- 
tional investment  position  of  the  United 
States  was  substantially  positive  at  the 
end  of  1987.  ■ 
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The  Baltic  States  in  an  Era  of  Soviet  Reform 


by  Paula  J.  Dobriansky 

Address  before  the  Baltic  Ameri- 
can Freedom  League  in  Cleveland  on 
March  11,  1989.  Ms.  Dobriansky  is 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  Human 
Rights  and  Humanitarian  Affairs. 

I  am  very  pleased  to  be  here  tonight 
and  have  an  opportunity  to  address  an 
important  subject— U.S.  policy  toward 
the  Baltic  states  in  an  era  of  Soviet  re- 
form. But  before  I  proceed  with  this 
speech,  I  would  like  to  relay  to  you 
some  of  my  personal  experiences  in 
Latvia.  I  visited  Riga  in  November 
1986  as  part  of  the  U.S.  delegation  to 
the  Chautauqua  conference.  And  while 
my  stay  was  brief,  I  can  honestly  say 
that  it  produced  a  lasting  impression 
and  a  real  insight  into  some  unique 
characteristics  of  the  Baltic  people.  We 
had  a  number  of  Latvian  Americans  on 
the  U.S.  delegation,  and  watching  them 
interact  with  the  Latvians  in  Riga  was 
something  not  to  be  forgotten.  I  was 
truly  touched  by  the  sincerity  and  the 
intense  patriotism  of  the  Latvians, 
manifested  by  their  pride  in  their  coun- 
trymen who  have  accomplished  so  much 
in  America  and  came  back  to  Riga  as 
U.S.  representatives. 

Our  presence  in  Riga  was  also  a 
strong  testament  to  our  unwavering 
concern  and  interest  in  the  plight  of  the 
Baltic  peoples.  I  am  sure  many  of  you 
recall  Ambassador  Jack  Matlock's  stir- 
ring speech  in  which  he  opened  in  Lat- 
vian and  staunchly  reaffirmed  our 
nonrecognition  of  the  forced  incorpora- 
tion of  Estonia,  Latvia,  and  Lithuania 
into  the  Soviet  Union. 

The  Baltic  countries  have  always 
held  a  special  place  in  American  policy. 
In  fact,  the  United  States  was  one  of 
the  first  countries  to  recognize  the  in- 
dependence of  Latvia,  Estonia,  and 
Lithuania  after  the  collapse  of  czarist 
Russia.  We  have,  of  course,  large  num- 
bers of  Americans  of  Estonian,  Lat- 
vian, and  Lithuanian  descent,  such  as 
yourselves,  who  retain  a  strong  inter- 
est in  the  developments  in  the  Baltic 
states.  And  the  drama  of  proud 
people — relatively  few  in  numbers  but 
high  in  spirit — fighting  to  restore  de- 
mocracy and  to  preserve  their  national 
identity  touches  the  very  foundation  of 
American  ethos. 


In  the  post-World  War  II  era,  the 
fate  of  the  Baltics  has  been  dominated 
by  a  single  stark  fact:  Soviet  annexa- 
tion of  these  three  nations.  The  refusal 
to  recognize  the  legitimacy  of  the 
forced  incorporation  of  Estonia,  Lat- 
via, and  Lithuania  into  the  Soviet 
empire  has  been  a  longstanding  and 
fundamental  tenet  of  American  policy 
toward  the  Soviet  Union.  Throughout 
the  years,  we  also  have  strongly  protes- 
ted human  rights  violations  in  these 
Baltic  states  and  other  repressive  So- 
viet measures  directed  at  stifling  the 
democratic  and  nationalist  aspirations 
of  the  Baltic  people.  These  policies  have 
been  a  constant  facet  of  the  overall 
U.S.  strategy  for  dealing  with  the  So- 
viet Union  and  will  be  maintained  until 
the  free,  proud,  Baltic  people  achieve 
democracy  and  genuine  national  self- 
determination.  As  you  well  know,  how- 
ever, in  the  last  few  years  a  number  of 
positive  changes  have  taken  place  in 
the  Soviet  Union.  Such  changes  are 
part  of  the  broad  societal  and  economic 
reforms  being  carried  out  by  Soviet 
General  Secretary  Mikhail  Gorbachev. 
Gorbachev's  reforms,  dubbed  glasnost 
and  perestroika,  have  been  felt 
throughout  the  Soviet  Union  and  espe- 
cially in  the  three  Baltic  states.  These 
developments  have  spawned  a  number 
of  challenges  as  well  as  opportunities 
for  U.S.  policy — a  subject  I  want  to  ad- 
dress tonight.  However,  to  appreciate 
fully  the  events  of  today,  one  must  be- 
gin by  looking  back  at  the  evolution  of 
Soviet  policy  toward  Estonia,  Latvia, 
and  Lithuania  and  the  U.S.  response. 
So  let  me  begin  at  the  beginning. 

Baltic  History 

At  the  outset,  it  is  important  to  ac- 
knowledge that  the  Baltic  countries 
have  a  long  and  proud  tradition,  dis- 
tinctive history,  culture,  arts,  and  vi- 
brant nationalist  spirit.  In  fact,  they 
evolved  historically  as  part  of  the  West- 
ern cultural,  spiritual,  and  economic 
sphere — quite  separate  and  distinct 
from  Russian  tradition  and  culture. 
However,  occupying  a  key  piece  of  stra- 
tegic territory  along  the  Baltic  littoral, 
the  history  of  the  Baltic  people  has  not 
been  an  easy  one.  It  is  largely  the  his- 
tory of  relentless  efforts  to  maintain 
national  sovereignty  in  the  face  of  for- 
eign invasions.  Over  the  centuries, 


numerous  foreign  predators  craved  Bal- 
tic territory,  its  mineral  riches,  and 
the  fruits  of  labor  of  its  hardworking 
people.  In  fact,  I  am  struck  by  this 
theme  in  my  reading  of  Baltic  forklore, 
where  most  of  the  national  heroes  are 
leaders  of  resistance  to  foreign  in- 
vaders. And,  of  these,  the  Baltic  people 
have  seen  more  than  their  share. 

Latvians,  for  example,  had  to  fight 
against  the  Livonian  Order,  as  well  as 
against  the  Poles,  Swedes,  and,  finally, 
the  Russians.  Yet,  while  the  candle 
of  Latvian  freedom  has  been  extin- 
guished many  times  by  brutal  foreign 
oppression,  it  has  rekindled  itself  time 
and  again.  And,  at  all  times,  it  has  con- 
tinued to  burn  brightly  in  the  hearts  of 
Latvian  people  everywhere.  One  of  the 
most  important  factors  in  Latvian  his- 
tory is  Latvia's  tenacious  memory  of  its 
ancient  quest  for  freedom  and  just  gov- 
ernance, symbolized  by  the  sunken 
"Castle  of  Light."  One  of  the  most  rev- 
ered national  heroes  is  "Lacplesis,"  the 
Bear  Slayer,  who  succeeded  in  raising 
for  a  while  the  Castle  of  Light,  only  to 
lose  it  again  to  the  Black  Knight  be- 
cause of  the  treachery  of  one  of  his 
lieutenants.  To  me,  it  is  a  poignant  re- 
minder of  another  tragic  moment  in 
Latvian  history,  when  the  patriots 
struggled  against  impossible  odds  to 
protect  their  national  freedom  and 
dignity. 

When  I  look  at  Lithuanian  history, 
I  am  struck  by  yet  another  larger-than- 
life  figure,  Grand  Duke  Gediminas, 
founder  of  the  Lithuanian  state  in  the 
14th  century,  who  valiantly  fought 
against  the  Teutonic  knights  and  the 
Tatars.  The  history  of  Estonia  is  also 
rich  in  heroic  deeds  and  remarkable 
feats  of  battling  foreign  invaders.  One 
such  episode — still  remembered  by  the 
Estonian  people — was  the  struggle 
with  the  Danish  King  Waldemar  II, 
who,  after  a  protracted  and  brutal 
campaign,  seized  the  Estonian  strong- 
hold of  Kalevanlinna,  located  on  the  site 
of  modern  Tallinn.  The  Estonian  na- 
tional hero,  Kalev,  also  had  more  than  a 
fair  share  of  battling  the  evil  forces. 
Yet  martial  valor  and  a  willingness  to 
die  in  the  defense  of  one's  country  are 
not  the  only  attributes  of  the  Baltic 
people.  We  also  see  remarkable  indus- 
triousness  and  a  rich  artistic  and  liter- 
ary tradition. 
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In  modern  times,  the  three  Baltic 
nations  were  able  to  enjoy  only  a  brief 
taste  of  national  independence  from 
1918  to  1940.  During  this  time,  they 
developed  genuine  democracy  and 
achieved  high  rates  of  economic 
growth.  Their  freedom  and  prosperity 
were,  however,  brutally  extinguished 
by  Moscow,  as  a  result  of  the  infamous 
Molotov-Ribbentrop  pact.  Soviet  con- 
duct violated  all  norms  of  international 
law  and  constituted  naked  aggression 
against  defenseless  and  peaceful 
neighbors. 

In  1940,  a  dark  cloud  descended 
upon  the  Baltic  nations.  Literally  thou- 
sands of  Estonians,  Latvians,  and 
Lithuanians  were  jailed,  deported,  or 
murdered  at  the  hands  of  the  Soviet  se- 
cret police.  The  Soviets  made  a  special 
effort  to  annihilate  the  Baltic  intel- 
ligentsia: scientists,  artists,  and  all 
men  and  women  who  manifested  any 
pride  in  their  heritage  or  a  sense  of  na- 
tionalism. The  years  of  World  War  II 
and  the  German  occupation  brought  ad- 
ditional suffering  to  the  Baltic  nations. 
After  the  war,  proud  patriots  from  Es- 
tonia, Latvia,  and  Lithuania  fought 
against  the  reoccupation  of  their  home- 
lands by  the  Red  Army.  They  held  out 
until  well  into  the  1950s.  In  the  end, 
massive  Soviet  military  might  crushed 
the  nationalist  movements.  Another 
wave  of  ruthless  arrests,  deportations, 
and  murders  of  the  Baltic  people  fol- 
lowed. Concomitantly,  Moscow  sought 
to  break  their  spirit  and  destroy  their 
ethnic  heritage  and  culture  by  forcing 
the  use  of  the  Russian  language  in  the 
workplace,  courts,  government  offices, 
and  institutions  of  learning. 

Efforts  to  force  russification  on  the 
Baltic  states  continued  unabated.  Even 
ethnic  Baltic  communists  were  en- 
trusted with  only  largely  ceremonial 
posts  in  the  party  and  government  ma- 
chinery. All  key  functions  were  either 
controlled  directly  from  Moscow  or  dis- 
charged by  local  Russian  officials.  Mo- 
scow also  directed  the  emigration  of  a 
large  influx  of  Russian  and  other  Slavs 
into  the  three  Baltic  nations.  As  a  re- 
sult, by  1988  the  percentage  of  ethnic 
Latvians  in  Latvia  dropped  to  less  than 
50%,  about  60%  of  the  Estonian  popula- 
tion were  ethnic  Estonians,  and  only 
Lithuanians  were  doing  somewhat 
better — 80%  of  their  population  re- 
mained ethnic  Lithuanians.  But  the 
Baltic  people  stubbornly  clung  to  their 
heritage,  educating  the  young  about 
their  history  and  culture.  Remarkably, 


NATO  Nuclear  Planning  Group 
Meets  in  Brussels 


The  Nuclear  Planning  Group  of 
the  North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization 
(NATO)  met  in  Brussels  April  19-20, 
1989.  The  United  States  was  repre- 
sented by  Secretary  of  Defense 
Richard  B.  Cheney. 

Following  is  the  final  communique 
issued  on  April  20,  1989. 

1.  The  NATO  Nuclear  Planning  Group 
(NPG)  met  in  ministerial  session  at  NATO 
headquarters  in  Brussels  on  19  and  20  April, 
1989.  Iceland  attended  as  an  observer. 

2.  We  reaffirmed  the  continuing  va- 
lidity of  NATO's  strategy  and  noted  with 
satisfaction  that  in  the  40  years  since  NATO 
was  formed,  peace  in  freedom  has  been  pre- 
served for  all  members  of  the  Alliance.  It 
has  long  been  one  of  NATO's  fundamental 
objectives  to  secure  an  environment  for 
peaceful  and  more  stable  relationships  be- 
tween East  and  West  on  the  basis  of  bal- 
anced forces  at  the  lowest  possible  level 
consistent  with  our  security  requirements. 
We  noted  that  the  approach  set  out  in  the 
Harmel  Report  of  1967  remains  the  founda- 
tion of  our  security  policy.  Thus  the  mainte- 
nance of  adequate  military  strength  and 
political  solidarity  is  the  basis  for  construc- 
tive dialogue  and  cooperation  with  the  East, 
including  arms  control. 

3.  For  the  foreseeable  future,  our  strat- 
egy of  deterrence  will  continue  to  require 
both  conventional  and  nuclear  forces.  At  this 
meeting,  we  again  expressed  our  deter- 
mination to  ensure  that  NATO  possesses 
diversified,  survivable  and  operationally 
flexible  nuclear  forces  across  the  entire 
spectrum.  These  forces  must  be  kept  up-to- 
date  where  necessary.  We  noted  that  nuclear 
forces  in  Europe  will  continue  to  play  an 
essential  role  in  Alliance  strategy.  We  re- 
emphasized  our  commitment  to  maintaining 
no  more  than  the  minimum  number  of  nu- 
clear weapons  necessary  for  our  security, 
taking  into  account  the  scale  and  quality  of 
the  threat. 

4.  We  reviewed  information  on  the  con- 
tinuing Warsaw  Pact  efforts  to  modernize 
and  restructure  their  nuclear  forces.  We 
welcomed  the  recent  announcements  of  in- 
tended unilateral  force  reductions  by  the  So- 
viet Union  and  some  of  its  allies.  However, 
their  implementation  would  have  little  effect 


on  Warsaw  Pact  nuclear  forces  or  on  the 
massive  and  unacceptable  Warsaw  Pact  su- 
periority in  European-based  short-range 
nuclear  systems.  The  size  of  these  forces  is 
inconsistent  with  their  recently  announced 
doctrine  of  "reasonable  sufficiency."  In  con- 
trast, over  the  past  decade,  NATO  has  uni- 
laterally reduced  its  own  nuclear  weapons 
inventory  in  Europe  by  over  one-third  to  its 
lowest  level  in  over  20  years. 

5.  In  line  with  our  step-by-step  ap- 
proach, under  which  decisions  will  be  taken 
when  necessary,  we  reviewed  the  program 
of  work  which  will  ensure  that  NATO's  nu- 
clear forces  across  the  spectrum  of  capa- 
bilities continue  to  provide  an  effective 
contribution  to  the  Alliance's  deterrent 
strategy.  We  also  expressed  continued  sup- 
port for  the  efforts  of  member  countries  to 
meet  requirements  stemming  from  Mon- 
tebello  to  maintain  a  credible  nuclear  deter- 
rent posture.  We  also  received  a  number  of 
reports  from  NATO's  military  authorities 
and  NPG  working  groups  on  matters  related 
to  the  continued  effectiveness  of  NATO's  nu- 
clear forces. 

6.  In  this  context,  we  welcomed  the  sub- 
mission of  SACEUR's  [Supreme  Allied  Com- 
mander Europe]  recent  Nuclear  Weapons 
Requirements  Study.  SACEUR's  study  con- 
cludes that,  as  a  consequence  of  measures  to 
update  and  restructure  NATO's  nuclear 
forces  which  would  maintain  the  credibility 
of  deterrence,  further  significant  reductions 
could  be  made  in  NATO's  total  requirements 
for  nuclear  weapons  in  Europe.  It  further 
concludes  that  such  measures  would  allow  a 
shift  in  emphasis  towards  relatively  longer 
ranges  across  the  entire  spectrum  including 
both  ground-launched  and  air-delivered  ca- 
pabilities, in  view  of  their  greater  flexibility 
and  the  contribution  this  makes  to  deter- 
rence. We  agreed  that  the  study,  which  is 
currently  under  consideration  by  Govern- 
ments, together  with  further  advice  from 
the  High-Level  Group  and  NATO  military 
authorities,  will  be  important  contributions 
to  future  decisions  relating  to  individual  nu- 
clear systems.  These  decisions  will  be  taken 
in  a  wider  political  context,  including  the 
Alliance's  comprehensive  concept  of  arms 
control  and  disarmament. 

7.  We  accepted  with  pleasure  the  invita- 
tion of  the  Portuguese  Government  to  hold 
our  next  NPG  ministerial  meeting  in  Portu- 
gal in  autumn  1989.  ■ 


they  also  retained  their  industrious 
spirit  producing  the  highest  living 
standards  of  any  region  under  Soviet 
control. 

Until  most  recently,  the  Soviet  hu- 
man rights  record  in  the  Baltics  was 


abysmal.  Particularly  treated  harshly 
were  nationalists  and  religious  be- 
lievers. For  example,  brave  individuals 
who  signed  the  1979  "Baltic  Appeal" 
calling  for  a  repudiation  of  the  Molotov- 
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Ribbentrop  pact  and  restoration  of  na- 
tional sovereignty  for  the  Baltic  states 
were  imprisoned.  Numerous  bishops, 
nuns,  priests,  and  other  clergy  were 
arrested  or  banned  from  performing 
their  pastroal  duties.  Religious  proper- 
ty was  confiscated,  and  many  churches 
and  other  houses  of  worship  were 
closed  or  converted  to  nonreligious 
uses. 

U.S.  Views  on  Baltic  Independence 

The  U.S.  Government's  policy  toward 
the  Baltic  states  has  always  been  con- 
sistent and  clear.  We  never  recognized 
the  forcible  and  unlawful  Soviet  annex- 
ation of  Estonia,  Latvia,  and  Lithuania. 
As  part  of  this  policy,  we  have  contin- 
ued to  extend  full  diplomatic  privileges 
and  immunities  to  the  lawful  diplomatic 
representatives  in  the  United  States  of 
the  last  independent  governments  of 
Estonia,  Latvia,  and  Lithuania  in  the 
United  States.  These  are  not  just 
courtesies  but  important  statements 
with  significant  international  legal 
ramifications. 

We  have  also  regularly  stated  our 
views  on  this  subject  in  various  inter- 
national fora.  Thus,  for  example,  we 
made  the  following  statement  during 
the  1980  Madrid  review  meeting  of  the 
Helsinki  Final  Act: 

The  United  States  does  not  recognize 
the  illegal  incorporation,  by  force  of  arms,  of 
the  states  of  Latvia,  Lithuania,  and  Estonia 
by  the  Soviet  Union.  I  [the  deputy  chief  of 
the  U.S.  delegation]  would  also  recall  the 
statement  in  Principle  IV  [territorial  integ- 
rity of  states]  that  no  occupation  or  ac- 
quisition of  territory  in  contravention  of 
international  law  will  be  recognized  as  legal. 
And  I  would  reiterate  my  government's  con- 
sistent interpretation  that  this  provision  is 
applicable  to  the  Baltic  states. 

We  also  have  used  the  United  Na- 
tions to  articulate  our  views  regarding 
the  independence  of  the  Baltic  states. 
In  July  1983,  to  commemorate  the  61st 
anniversary  of  the  dejure  recognition 
of  the  three  Baltic  states  by  the  United 
States,  President  Ronald  Reagan  had 
sent  a  letter  to  the  UN  Secretary 
General  stating  as  follows: 

Americans  share  the  just  aspirations  of 
the  Baltic  nations  for  national  independence. 
We  cannot  remain  silent  in  the  face  of  the 
continued  refusal  of  the  Government  of  the 
U.S.S.R.  to  allow  these  people  to  be  free. 
We  uphold  their  right  to  determine  their 
own  national  destiny;  a  right  contained  in 
the  Helsinki  declaration  which  affirms  that 
all  people  always  have  the  right,  in  full  free- 
dom, to  determine,  when  and  as  they  wish, 


their  internal  and  external  political  status, 
without  external  interference,  and  to  pur- 
sue as  they  wish  their  political,  economic, 
social,  and  cultural  development.  For  this 
reason,  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  has  never  recognized  the  forced  in- 
corporation of  the  Baltic  states  into  the  So- 
viet Union  and  will  not  do  so  in  the  future. 

Our  nonrecognition  policy  has  been 
expressed  in  other  substantive  and 
symbolic  ways.  Each  year,  the  Secre- 
tary of  State  sends  formal  greetings  to 
the  three  Baltic  missions  in  the  United 
States  on  their  respective  national 
days.  Secretary  Baker  has  continued 
this  practice  and  conveyed  greetings 
to  Mr.  Jaakson,  Consul  General  of  Es- 
tonia, and  Mr.  Lozoraitis,  Charge  d'Af- 
faires  of  Lithuania,  in  February  for 
their  1989  celebrations.  As  specified  in 
congressional  legislation,  June  14  is 
designated  as  Baltic  Freedom  Day,  and 
numerous  official  ceremonies  and 
events  take  place  every  year  on  that 
date.  In  1983,  we  established  a  sepa- 
rate Baltic  Service  Division  within  Ra- 
dio Free  Europe.  The  State 
Department  has  a  special  Baltic  Affairs 
Desk  in  the  European  Bureau. 

We  also  have  instituted  the  prac- 
tice of  producing  separate  reports  on 
the  three  Baltic  countries  as  a  part  of 
our  annual  country  human  rights  re- 
ports. In  general,  our  policy  has  been 
based  on  the  resolute  rejection  of  what 
former  Assistant  Secretary  of  State 
Elliott  Abrams  aptly  termed  the  "real- 
ist myth" — that  the  Soviet  incorpora- 
tion of  Estonia,  Latvia,  and  Lithuania 


EUROPE 


is  a  fact  of  life,  and  the  world  had  bet- 
ter reconcile  itself  to  this  reality.  We 
regret  such  cynicism.  Given  our  own 
democratic  institutions  and  American 
struggle  for  independence,  it  cannot 
be  any  other  way.  We  must  base  our 
policy  on  the  principle  of  national  self- 
determination  enshrined  in  the  Ameri- 
can Declaration  of  Independence  and 
the  UN  Charter.  We  fully  support  the 
efforts  of  the  Baltic  peoples  to  exercise 
their  inalienable  right  of  national  self- 
determination. 

Changes  in  the  Baltic  Republics 

While  our  policy  has  remained  stead- 
fast, we  are  pleased  to  note  and  ac- 
knowledge positive  changes  which  have 
recently  taken  place  in  the  Baltic  na- 
tions. These  changes  are  attributable 
to  the  Soviet  realization  that  their  po- 
litical and  economic  system  is  not  work- 
ing and  that  their  practice  of  stifling 
the  nationalist  aspirations  of  other  peo- 
ple is  morally  bankrupt  and  politically 
counterproductive.  And  we  take  some 
credit  for  helping  convince  the  Soviet 
leaders  of  these  realities — our  resolute 
policy  and  the  buildup  of  American 
strength  certainly  have  played  a  role  in 
improving  Moscow's  learning  curve. 
But  the  lion's  share  of  the  credit  goes, 
of  course,  to  the  brave  Baltic  people, 
who  have  been  fighting  for  their 
dreams  all  of  these  long  years. 

In  many  respects,  changes  in  the 
Baltic  republics  have  been  truly  dra- 


Polish  Roundtable  Accords 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
APR.  5,  19891 

Seven  years  ago,  Americans  lit  candles 
in  support  of  Poland's  freedom  in  the 
hope  that  darkness  of  repression  would 
someday  be  lifted.  Today  Solidarity 
signed  accords  which  will  lead  to  its  re- 
legalization  and  which  will  allow  it  to 
resume  its  rightful  place  in  Polish  life. 

This  is  a  great  day  for  the  Polish 
people  and  for  freedom.  The  discus- 
sions have  been  long  and  arduous.  We 
welcome  the  roundtable  accords  and  see 
them  as  a  historic  step  toward  plural- 
ism and  freedom  which  we  hope  will 
eventually  take  Poland  far  from  total- 
itarianism and  toward  a  better  political 
and  economic  future. 


We  are  following  the  developments 
in  Poland  closely  and  are  consulting 
with  Congress  and  our  friends  and  al- 
lies on  this  issue.  In  September  1987, 
then  Vice  President  Bush  visited  with 
Lech  Walesa  and  Gen.  Jaruzelski  con- 
cerning the  Polish  political  situation. 
The  Vice  President  at  that  time  urged 
dialogue  and  reconciliation  to  bring 
about  economic  growth  and  political 
freedom. 

The  President  today  is  very 
pleased  by  the  accords  that  started  on 
this  new  path  of  reconciliation. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  Apr.  10,  1989.  ■ 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/June  1989 


37 


EUROPE 


matic.  In  Estonia,  the  hardline  chief  of 
the  Estonian  Communist  Party  (ECP), 
Karl  Vaino,  was  replaced  in  1988  with  a 
more  reasonable  Vaino  Valjas.  But  by 
far  the  most  important  and  encourag- 
ing development  has  been  the  creation 
of  the  Estonian  Popular  Front.  This 
grassroots  political  organization  has 
thousands  of  members,  and  its  rallies 
have  attracted  thousands  of  Estonians. 
The  front  has  a  strong  political  pro- 
gram aimed  at  regaining  the  right  of 
Estonians  to  control  their  own  political, 
economic,  and  cultural  affairs.  Many  of 
the  front's  proposals  have  been  adopted 
by  the  Estonian  Supreme  Soviet  and 
the  ECP.  Among  other  things,  the  Su- 
preme Soviet  passed  a  law,  declaring 
Estonian  to  be  the  official  language  of 
the  republic.  In  November  1988,  the 
Supreme  Soviet  adopted  a  resolution 
allowing  it  to  reject  any  all-union  legis- 
lation, including  constitutional  amend- 
ments. The  Supreme  Soviet  also 
declared  that  all  Estonian  national  re- 
sources belong  to  Estonia,  legalized 
private  ownership,  stated  that  any  vio- 
lations of  constitutional  rights  could  be 
brought  before  a  court  of  law,  and  de- 
clared the  UN  Universal  Declaration  of 
Human  Rights  to  be  applicable  in  Es- 
tonia. We  regret,  however,  that  the 
U.S.S.R.  Supreme  Soviet  declared  Es- 
tonia's legislation  on  the  right  to  veto 
all-union  legislation  to  be  null  and  void 
and  has  enlisted  ECP's  support.  Mo- 
scow has  also  launched  a  wave  of  denun- 
ciations in  the  Soviet  central  press  of 
actions  of  the  Estonian  Supreme  Soviet 
and  of  the  Estonian  Popular  Front. 

In  Latvia,  we  also  have  witnessed 
numerous  positive  changes.  Novem- 
ber 11  was  designated  Lacplesis'  Day  to 
honor  Latvia's  heroes.  This  holiday,  and 
the  ceremonial  raising  of  the  maroon- 
white-maroon  traditional  Latvian  flag, 
were  observed  for  the  first  time  since 
the  end  of  World  War  II.  The  authori- 
ties also  permitted  the  establishment 
of  the  People's  Front  of  Latvia  and  al- 
lowed it  to  host  an  event  at  the  National 
Theater,  where  Latvia's  independence 
was  proclaimed  some  70  years  ago.  The 
Latvian  People's  Front  now  has  more 
than  200,000  members.  It  sponsors  nu- 
merous demonstrations  celebrating 
previously  forbidden  national  events 
and  anniversaries.  The  Latvian  press 
has  published  articles  on  such  here- 
tofore forbidden  subjects  as  the  Soviet 
takeover  of  Latvia  and  mass  deporta- 
tions of  Latvians  to  Siberia.  However, 
just  as  in  the  case  of  Estonia,  the  Sovi- 
et central  press  has  continued  to  attack 


the  actions  of  the  People's  Front  of 
Latvia. 

Some  positive  developments  also 
have  taken  place  in  the  area  of  religious 
freedom.  The  Soviet  authorities  re- 
stored the  right  to  preach  of  Latvian 
Bishop  Kazimir  Dulbinskis  of  Riga, 
who  has  been  prevented  from  carrying 
out  his  ministry  for  40  years.  A  reli- 
gious publication,  banned  since  1940, 
Catholic  Life,  was  also  allowed  to  re- 
sume publication. 

In  Lithuania,  the  primary  source 
of  reforms  has  been  the  Lithunian  Re- 
structuring Movement  (sajudis).  Sa- 
judis  has  called  for  greater  economic, 
political,  and  cultural  autonomy  from 
Moscow  and  has  sponsored  numerous 
demonstrations  and  rallies.  On  Febru- 
ary 15-16,  it  organized  a  celebration  of 
Lithuania  Independence  Day — the  first 
such  commemoration  since  1940.  Bow- 
ing to  popular  pressure,  the  Lithua- 
nian Supreme  Soviet  declared  this  to 
be  an  official  holiday.  The  Supreme  So- 
viet has  also  declared  Lithuanian  to  be 
the  official  language  of  the  republic. 
Sajudis  has  played  an  active  role  in 
Lithuanian  political  life  by  campaign- 
ing to  elect  its  candidates  to  a  new  So- 
viet national  congress.  It  hopes  to 
capture  at  least  30  of  Lithuania's  42 
seats  in  the  congress.  As  a  conciliatory 
gesture,  however,  sajudis  withdrew 
two  candidates  who  intended  to  chal- 
lenge Lithuania's  highest  ranking 
Communist  Party  officials:  Algirdas 
Brazauskas  and  Vladimir  Berezov. 

In  July  1988,  the  Lithuanian  Free- 
dom League,  a  group  that  has  been 
operating  underground  since  1978, 
declared  that  it  would  now  function 
openly.  Its  stated  goal  is  the  re- 
establishment  of  full  national  independ- 
ence for  Lithuania.  The  group  has 
staged  numerous  rallies  and  sponsored 
a  hunger  strike  in  Gediminas  Square  in 
Vilnius,  calling  for  the  release  of  all 
Lithuanian  political  prisoners.  Mean- 
while, the  Lithuanian  Restructuring 
Movement  also  campaigned  for  legisla- 
tion, similar  to  that  adopted  by  the  Es- 
tonian Supreme  Soviet,  regarding  the 
right  to  veto  U.S.S.R.  Supreme  Soviet 
legislation. 

Considerable  progress  was  made  in 
the  area  of  religion.  In  May  1988,  Pope 
John  Paul  announced  that  the  Bishop  of 
Kaisiadorys,  Vincentas  Sladkevicius, 
would  be  elevated  to  the  College  of  Car- 
dinals. Soviet  authorities  lifted  their 
ban  on  Sladkevicius  who  had  not  been 


allowed  to  perform  his  pastoral  duties 
for  over  25  years.  The  authorities  also 
agreed  to  return  St.  Casimir's  Church 
in  Vilnius  and  the  Queen  of  Peace 
Church  in  Klaipeda.  It  was  also  an- 
nounced on  March  4,  1989,  that  the  rel- 
ics of  St.  Casimir,  the  patron  saint  of 
Lithuania,  are  to  be  returned  to  the 
Vilnius  Cathedral.  Also  approved  has 
been  the  publication  of  a  Catholic  bi- 
weekly magazine — Kathiliku  Pasaulis 
(Catholic  World)— the  first  official  reli- 
gious publication  in  Lithuania  since 
1940. 

Soviet  Policy 

Despite  these  positive  changes,  some 
Soviet  authorities  have  remained  hos- 
tile to  the  popular  fronts  and  even  to- 
ward the  official  legislatures  of  the 
three  Baltic  states.  The  Soviet  central 
press  has  published  numerous  critical 
articles  on  Baltic  activism.  There  also 
appears  to  be  official  backing  for  the 
anti-Baltic  and  proethnic  Russian 
groups  now  appearing  in  the  Baltic 
states.  These  pro-Soviet  organizations 
are  known  as  Inter-Movement  in  Es- 
tonia and  Inter-Front  in  Latvia. 

Moscow  also  has  established  a  spe- 
cial Politburo  commission,  chaired  by 
the  ideology  chief  Vadim  A.  Medvedev. 
This  commission  includes  the  former 
KGB  chief  Viktor  M.  Chebrikov.  Its  ac- 
tivities have  included  calling  to  Moscow 
senior  Baltic  communists  and  pressing 
them  to  take  a  harder  line  toward  the 
national  fronts.  Most  importantly, 
while  arbitrary  arrests,  detentions, 
and  other  human  rights  violations  in 
the  Baltic  republics  have  eased  consid- 
erably during  the  last  several  years,  no 
promised  changes  in  the  Soviet  penal 
code,  which  would  abolish  laws  used  to 
repress  legitimate  political  activities, 
have  been  implemented  so  far. 

Where  Does  U.S.  Policy 
Go  From  Here? 

Having  said  a  lot  about  where  we  have 
been  and  where  we  presently  are,  the 
real  question  you  all  probably  have 
been  asking  yourselves  is  where  does 
U.S.  policy  go  from  here?  Let  me  as- 
sure you  of  one  thing,  the  U.S.  non- 
recognition  policy  will  continue.  As  I 
mentioned  before,  this  policy  is  based 
on  the  fundamental  principles  of  inter- 
national law  which  indicate  that  any 
acquisition  of  territory  based  on  ag- 
gression is  unlawful  and  that  all  peo- 
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pies  have  an  inalienable  right  to  self- 
determination.  It  should  be  up  to  the 
Baltic  people  to  choose  their  national 
destiny,  and  I  want  you  to  know  that 
the  Bush  Administration  remains 
committed  to  this  principle. 

We  also  intend  to  continue  our 
present  policy  of  closely  monitoring  hu- 
man rights  developments  in  the  Baltics 
and  pressing  the  Soviets  for  further 
positive  changes.  In  particular,  we  ex- 
pect and  would  insist  upon  the  institu- 
tionalization of  human  rights  reforms. 
They  must  become  irreversible  and 
independent  of  political  winds  blowing 
from  Moscow.  We  also  believe  that  we 
should  establish  and  maintain  regular 
contacts  with  a  range  of  emerging  po- 
litical, social,  and  ecological  informal 
groups  in  the  Baltic  states,  including 
all  of  the  popular  fronts.  In  this  proc- 
ess, we  hope  that  people  like  you  will 
continue  to  play  an  active  role.  A  first 
and  very  important  step  is  information 
sharing.  We  need  to  engage  these  groups 
in  dialogue  and  share  with  them  our 
ideas,  our  knowledge  of  issues  concern- 
ing them,  and  the  tenets  of  our  demo- 
cratic processes. 

In  the  weeks  and  months  ahead,  we 
will  deal  with  the  challenges  and  oppor- 
tunities presented  by  change  in  the 
Baltic  states.  Such  issues  as  that  of 
trade  shows,  passports,  and  represen- 
tation in  international  organizations 
will  be  considered.  In  this  regard,  the 
Administration  is  cognizant  of  and  sen- 
sitive to  the  Baltic-American  commu- 
nity's views  and  concerns.  As  events 
unfold  in  the  Baltic  states,  we  must 
keep  in  close  touch  so  as  to  deal  most 
effectively  with  change.  We  look  for- 
ward to  receiving  your  views  and  work- 
ing together  closely  toward  realizing 
our  common  objectives:  democracy, 
economic  prosperity,  and  genuine 
national  self-determination  for  the 
Baltic  people.  ■ 


President  Meets  With  Irish  Prime  Minister 


PRESIDENT'S  STATEMENT, 
MAR.  17,  19891 

There  are  many  excellent  reasons  for 
celebrating  St.  Patrick's  Day.  Tradi- 
tionally this  happy  occasion  provides  a 
special  opportunity  to  spotlight  the 
Irish  heritage  in  America  and  to  af- 
firm the  ties  of  kinship  and  values 
which  the  American  and  Irish  people 
share.  On  this  St.  Patrick's  Day,  1989, 
we  again  pay  tribute  to  the  warm  rela- 
tionship between  Ireland  and  America. 
We  are  honored  to  welcome  to  the 
White  House  the  Prime  Minister  of 
Ireland,  the  Taoiseach,  Mr.  Charles 
Haughey,  whose  presence  adds  a  special 
significance  to  our  celebration. 

St.  Patrick's  Day  also  provides  a 
special  opportunity  to  pay  tribute  to 
U.S. -Irish  cooperation  in  the  interna- 
tional arena  in  the  cause  of  justice, 
peace,  and  progress  and  to  declare  that 
working  together  to  solve  international 
problems  encourages  the  development 
and  maturation  of  our  traditional  bilat- 
eral relationship. 

In  the  presence  of  the  Taoiseach,  I 
would  also  like  to  thank  Ireland  for  its 
contribution  to  peacekeeping  efforts 
around  the  world  and  to  extend  the  ap- 
preciation and  condolences  of  the  Amer- 
ican people  to  the  families  of  the  Irish 
soldiers  who  have  given  their  lives  to 
the  cause  of  peace. 


Today  I  express  America's  appre- 
ciation for  Ireland's  efforts  to  promote 
economic  development,  justice,  secu- 
rity, and  reconciliation  in  Northern 
Ireland.  The  United  States  supports 
the  efforts  of  the  Irish  and  British  Gov- 
ernments to  use  the  Anglo-Irish  accord 
and  the  International  Fund  for  Ireland 
to  address  the  problems  which  have  too 
long  plagued  Northern  Ireland.  We  will 
continue  to  support  efforts  to  promote 
fair  employment  and  investment  in 
Northern  Ireland. 

I  call  on  the  American  people  to 
support  all  those  who  seek  justice  and 
peaceful  settlements  to  disputes  in 
Northern  Ireland.  In  the  same  spirit,  I 
call  on  all  Americans  to  reject  those 
who  seek  to  impose  settlements  any- 
where through  terror. 

The  comprehensive  political,  diplo- 
matic, and  economic  ties  between  our 
two  countries  require  recognition  that 
U.S. -Irish  relations  are  the  respon- 
sibility of  all  Americans.  Therefore, 
millions  of  Americans  of  many  heri- 
tages and  from  all  walks  of  life  join  in 
observing  this  fine  day  and  in  paying 
tribute  to  the  friendship  and  coopera- 
tion between  Ireland  and  America. 
Americans  do  not  have  to  be  Irish  to 
treasure  Ireland's  contributions  or  to 
celebrate  St.  Patrick's  Day. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  Mar.  20,  1989.  ■ 
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Visit  of  Egyptian  President 


President  Mohammed  Hosni 
Mubarak  of  the  Republic  of  Egypt  vis- 
ited Washington,  D.C.,  April  1-5, 
1989,  to  meet  with  President  Bush  and 
other  government  officials. 

Following  are  remarks  made  by 
the  two  Presidents  after  their  meeting 
on  April  3.1 

President  Bush 

It  was  a  special  pleasure  for  me  to  wel- 
come our  good  friend,  President  Hosni 
Mubarak,  to  the  White  House  this 
morning.  Our  personal  relationship 
goes  back  several  years,  from  the  days 
we  were  both  Vice  Presidents,  then 
through  my  visit  to  Cairo  in  1986,  and 
then  our  most  recent  meeting  in  Tokyo 
in  February.  I  am  glad  for  this  early 
opportunity  to  discuss  with  President 
Mubarak  the  vital  interest  of  my  Ad- 
ministration in  moving  the  peace  proc- 
ess forward. 

Egypt's  pivotal  role  in  the  Middle 
East  and  our  strong  bilateral  partner- 
ship remain  key  to  achieving  that  goal. 


President  Mubarak's  visit  is  partic- 
ularly timely.  For  over  15  years,  Egypt 
has  been  our  partner  in  the  peace  proc- 
ess, and  10  years  ago,  Egypt  and  Israel 
signed  their  historic  treaty  of  peace. 
Egypt's  continued  commitment  to  ex- 
panding that  peace  is  a  source  of  great 
encouragement  for  all  of  us  who  seek  a 
comprehensive  resolution  to  the  Arab- 
Israeli  conflict.  The  reemergence  of 
Egypt  as  a  respected  leader  of  the 
Arab  world  attests  to  President 
Mubarak's  statesmanship  and  ability, 
as  well  as  to  Egypt's  wisdom  in  pursu- 
ing the  path  of  peace.  In  our  discus- 
sions, we  spent  a  considerable  amount 
of  time  talking  about  the  Middle  East 
peace  process.  We  share  a  sense  of  ur- 
gency to  move  toward  a  comprehensive 
settlement  through  direct  negotiations. 
Ten  years  of  peace  between  Egypt 
and  Israel  demonstrate  that  peace 
works,  and  it  can  work  for  Israelis  and 
Palestinians  as  well.  There  is  a  need 
now  for  creativity,  demonstrable  com- 
mitment, and  the  application  of  sound 
principles — creativity  in  order  to  look 


again  at  old  problems  and  then  devise 
imaginative  ways  of  solving  them;  com- 
mitment to  face  the  challenges  and 
risks  of  making  peace  rather  than 
throwing  up  our  hands  and  giving  up; 
and  adherence  to  sound  principles,  like 
the  UN  Security  Council  Resolutions 
242  and  338.  A  new  atmosphere  must  be 
created  where  Israelis  and  Arabs  feel 
each  other's  willingness  to  compromise 
so  that  both  sides  can  win.  Violence  can 
give  way  to  dialogue  once  both  sides 
understand  that  the  dialogue  will  offer 
political  gain.  Egypt  and  the  United 
States  share  the  goals  of  security  for 
Israel,  the  end  of  the  occupation,  and 
achievement  of  Palestinian  political 
rights.  These  are  the  promises  held  out 
by  a  sustained  commitment  to  a  negoti- 
ated settlement  toward  which  a  proper- 
ly structured  international  conference 
could  play  a  useful  role  at  an  appropri- 
ate time. 

We  also  had  a  chance  to  review 
some  important  elements  of  our  own  bi- 
lateral relationship.  They  have  been 
sealed  at  the  highest  levels,  these  spe- 
cial ties  that  we  have  with  Egypt.  They 
are  forged  by  the  global  imperatives  of 
peace,  stability,  and  development  in  the 
region.  They  are  strong  and  flexible, 
reaffirmed  by  every  Administration, 
and  resilient  to  withstand  turbulent 
times  for  the  region  and  for  the  world. 

President  Mubarak  enjoys  our  full 
support  as  he  implements  courageous 
reform  measures  to  strengthen  Egypt's 
economy  for  future  generations.  And 
under  the  inspired  stewardship  of  Pres- 
ident Mubarak,  Egypt  has  grown  in 
stature  and  in  strength,  and  we  in  the 
United  States  welcome  this  develop- 
ment. We  are  proud  of  our  partnership 
with  Egypt,  and  I  look  forward  to 
working  closely  with  President  Mu- 
barak in  carrying  out  our  common  vi- 
sion of  peace,  stability,  and 
development  in  the  Middle  East. 

President  Mubarak 

Once  again,  I  meet  with  my  old  friend, 
President  Bush,  in  an  atmosphere  of 
genuine  friendship  and  mutual  under- 
standing. I  have  known  the  President 
for  many  years,  and  I  have  always 
found  him  a  man  of  honor  and  commit- 
ment. His  vast  experience  and  profound 
understanding  of  international  prob- 
lems have  been  skillfully  employed  for 
the  good  of  his  country  and  the  cause  of 
world  peace. 
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Today  we  discussed  a  wide  range  of 
issues  of  common  concern.  Naturally 
we  focused  on  matters  related  to  the  bi- 
lateral relations  and  the  situation  in  the 
Middle  East.  I  am  happy  to  say  that  we 
concluded  this  round  of  talks  with  a 
note  of  optimism  and  hope.  We  are 
quite  satisfied  with  the  state  of  U.S.- 
Egyptian cooperation.  Our  steadily  in- 
creasing interaction  between  our  two 
peoples  constitutes  a  cornerstone  of  the 
policy  of  our  two  countries.  We  are 
equally  determined  to  cement  this 
friendship  even  further.  As  President 
Bush  said,  our  commitment  to  the  pro- 
motion of  peace  in  the  Middle  East  is  a 
paramount  one  that  takes  priority  over 
any  other  concern.  To  us  peace  is  not 
only  a  cherished  ideal  but  also  a  practi- 
cal necessity.  We  believe  that  the  area 
stands  at  a  historic  crossroads  that  is 
certain  to  affect  the  future  of  many 
generations.  It  is  our  sacred  duty  to  ex- 
ert maximum  effort  in  order  to  widen 
the  scope  of  peace  and  remove  the  re- 
maining obstacles  to  a  just  and  a  com- 
prehensive settlement. 

The  past  few  months  have  wit- 
nessed several  breakthroughs.  The 
PLO  [Palestine  Liberation  Organiza- 
tion] has  accepted  unequivocally  the 
requirements  for  peace.  An  Arab 
consensus  has  emerged  in  favor  of 
peace  and  reconciliation.  The  United 
States  initiated  a  dialogue  with  the 
PLO,  thus  enabling  itself  to  communi- 
cate directly  with  all  parties  to  the 
conflict.  A  majority  of  the  Israeli  peo- 
ple is  shaping  up  in  support  of  peace. 
Worldly  powers  are  adopting  construc- 
tive policies  designed  to  help  the  par- 
ties reach  agreement.  In  short,  the 
situation  is  right  for  an  active  effort 
more  than  ever  before.  The  United 
States  has  contributed  greatly  to  the 
process  of  bringing  about  this  remark- 
able change.  It  remains  highly  quali- 
fied to  play  a  pivotal  role  during  the 
months  ahead. 

We  found  ourselves  in  agreement 
on  most  issues  at  stake.  Together  we 
believe  that  for  any  settlement  to  be 
durable,  it  should  be  a  comprehensive 
one  that  addresses  all  aspects  of  the 
dispute,  particularly  the  Palestinian 
problem.  That  settlement  should  be 
achieved  through  direct  negotiations 
between  Israel  and  all  Arab  parties 
within  the  framework  of  the  interna- 
tional peace  conference.  The  basis  of 
the  negotiation  is  Security  Council  Res- 
olutions 242  and  338 — the  principle  of 
land  for  peace,  security  for  all  parties 
concerned,  and  the  realization  of  the  le- 


gitimate national  rights  of  the  Pales- 
tinian people.  We  are  both  opposed  to 
the  annexation  of  the  occupied  territo- 
ries as  firmly  as  we  stand  against  any 
irredentist  claims  and  vengeful  acts. 
We  reject  the  policies  that  result  in  the 
continuation  of  violence  and  escalation 
of  tension. 

I  discussed  with  President  Bush 
some  ideas  designed  to  activate  the 
peace  process  and  to  facilitate  starting 
the  negotiations.  On  the  other  hand,  we 
expressed  deep  concern  over  recent  de- 
velopments in  Lebanon  and  agreed  to 
double  our  efforts  in  order  to  help  the 
Lebanese  people  put  an  end  to  their 


tragedy  and  resume  their  peaceful 
mission. 

Last,  but  not  least,  we  discussed 
certain  African  problems.  And  I  was 
pleased  to  find  President  Bush  aware  of 
the  urgent  need  for  a  concerted  action 
on  southern  Africa  and  the  debt 
problem. 

Again,  I  enjoyed  the  meeting  with 
our  dear  friend,  President  Bush,  today, 
and  I  am  looking  forward  to  pursuing 
with  him  our  friendly  talks  tomorrow. 


>Made  in  the  Rose  Garden  of  the  White 
House  (text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents).  ■ 


Continuation  of  Arms  Sales 
to  Saudi  Arabia 


PRESIDENT'S  STATEMENT, 
APR.  13,  19891 

Although  Saudi  Arabia  has  acquired 
intermediate-range  ballistic  missiles 
from  the  People's  Republic  of  China, 
based  on  information  available  to  the 
U.S.  Government,  there  is  no  credible 
intelligence  report  indicating  that 
Saudi  Arabia  possesses  nuclear,  chemi- 
cal, or  biological  weapons.  We  are  not 
aware  of  production  facilities  for  chemi- 
cal munitions,  chemical  warfare  agents, 
or  biological  warfare  agents  in  Saudi 
Arabia.  Saudi  Arabia  possesses  no  sig- 
nificant nuclear  facilities.  In  addition, 
the  Saudis  and  the  Chinese  have  told  us 
that  the  missiles  will  not  be  equipped 
with  nuclear  warheads.  The  Saudis 
have  also  assured  us  that  the  missiles 
will  not  be  equipped  with  chemical  war- 
heads. This  commitment  is  reaffirmed 
by  Saudi  Arabia's  adherence  to  the  Nu- 


clear Nonproliferation  Treaty,  the  1925 
Geneva  protocol,  and  the  Biological 
Weapons  Convention. 

We  remain  concerned  about  the 
possible  proliferation  of  these  types  of 
weapons  in  the  Middle  East  and  will 
continue  to  watch  developments  closely. 
Any  evidence  that  Saudi  Arabia  has  ac- 
quired chemical,  biological,  or  nuclear 
warheads  after  the  date  of  certification 
will  be  notified  to  the  Congress,  as  re- 
quired by  Section  1307(a)(2)  of  the  Na- 
tional Defense  Authorization  Act,  FY 
1989. 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  Apr.  17,  1989,  which 
also  includes  the  President's  letter  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Foreign  Rela- 
tions Committee  (Apr.  12)  and  the  Presi- 
dent's memorandum  for  the  Secretary  of 
State — Presidential  Determination  No.  89- 
13 — (Apr.  12)  certifying  the  arms  sales  to 
Saudi  Arabia.  ■ 
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Visit  of  Israeli  Prime  Minister 


Prime  Minister  Yitzhak  Shamir  of 
the  State  of  Israel  visited  Washington, 
D.C.,  April  5-7,  1989,  to  meet  with 
President  Bush  and  other  government 
officials. 

Following  are  remarks  made  by 
the  President  and  the  Prime  Minister 
after  their  meeting  on  April  6. : 

President  Bush 

Prime  Minister  Shamir  and  I  have  had 
a  very  productive  meeting.  My  mes- 
sage to  him  and,  through  him,  to 
the  Government  and  the  people  of  Is- 
rael was  clear:  We  are  friends,  strate- 
gic partners,  and  allies.  And  the 
mutual  interests  that  bind  together  the 
peoples  of  the  United  States  and  Israel 
are  broad  and  deep.  The  Prime  Minis- 
ter and  I  dedicated  ourselves  to  main- 
taining and,  where  possible,  improving 
the  relationship  between  our  two  coun- 
tries. Both  of  us  are  committed  to  this 
goal. 

Throughout  the  world,  old  enemies 
are  finding  ways  to  talk  to  one  another 


and  to  end  conflicts  in  a  manner  that 
preserves  the  basic  interests  of  all  con- 
cerned. This  can  and  must  happen  in 
the  Middle  East.  The  Arab-Israeli  con- 
flict can  be  resolved.  Peace,  security, 
and  political  rights  can  be  attained 
through  direct  negotiations.  The  status 
quo  serves  the  interests  of  no  one.  In 
this  spirit,  I  reiterated  to  Prime  Minis- 
ter Shamir  the  resolve  of  the  United 
States  to  assist  the  parties  of  the  Mid- 
dle East  in  their  pursuit  of  a  compre- 
hensive settlement  of  the  Arab-Israeli 
conflict.  Our  responsibility  as  friends 
and  as  partners  in  the  search  for  peace 
is  to  help  develop  approaches  that  en- 
hance peace  prospects.  Problems  do 
not  resolve  themselves;  leaders  acting 
with  courage  and  vision  solve  prob- 
lems. Menahem  Begin  and  Anwar 
Sadat  demonstrated  this  truth  a  decade 
ago  at  Camp  David.  Today's  leaders  can 
afford  to  do  no  less. 

I  reassured  the  Prime  Minister 
that  the  fundamental  basis  of  our  ap- 
proach to  a  Middle  East  settlement  has 
not  changed.  The  United  States  is  com- 


mitted to  a  comprehensive  peace 
achieved  through  direct  negotiations 
based  on  UN  Security  Council  Resolu- 
tions 242  and  338.  This  remains  the 
building  block  for  a  viable  negotiation 
for  a  durable  settlement.  This  is  our 
goal.  With  regard  to  final  status  issues, 
I  reaffirmed  to  the  Prime  Minister 
that  we  do  not  support  an  independent 
Palestinian  state  nor  Israeli  sover- 
eignty or  permanent  occupation  of  the 
West  Bank  and  Gaza. 

To  move  the  peace  process  for- 
ward, I  discussed  with  the  Prime  Min- 
ister, as  I  had  earlier  this  week  with 
President  Mubarak,  an  ambitious  but 
realistic  approach.  Progress  will  re- 
quire meaningful  steps  to  reduce  ten- 
sions, political  dialogue  between  Israel 
and  Palestinians,  and  clear  indications 
that  all  concerned  are  prepared  to 
think  creatively  about  key  substantive 
issues.  Israel  has  an  obligation  to  con- 
tribute to  this  process,  but  it  cannot  be 
expected  to  assume  the  entire  burden. 
The  Palestinians,  the  Arab  states,  and 
other  interested  parties  must  demon- 
strate that  they,  too,  are  willing  to 
make  peace  a  reality. 

I  stressed  that  no  peace  process 
can  succeed  in  a  political  vacuum.  I  be- 
lieve it  is  in  Israel's  interest  to  engage 
in  a  serious  dialogue  with  Palestinians 
that  address  their  legitimate  political 
rights.  The  United  States  believes  that 
elections  in  the  territories  can  be  de- 
signed to  contribute  to  a  political  proc 
ess  of  dialogue  and  negotiation.  We 
urge  Israel  and  the  Palestinians  to  ar- 
rive at  a  mutually  acceptable  formula 
for  elections,  and  we  plan  in  the  days 
and  weeks  ahead  to  work  toward  that 
end. 

In  negotiations,  Israel  understands 
that  Palestinians  will  be  free  to  bring 
their  own  positions  and  preferences  to 
the  bargaining  table.  The  Prime  Minis- 
ter assured  me  that  Israel  is  commit- 
ted to  negotiating  an  agreement  on 
final  status  that  is  satisfactory  to  all 
sides.  And  he  made  it  clear  that  in- 
terim arrangements  on  Palestinian 
self-rule  are  not  the  end  of  the  road  but 
are  directly  linked  to  a  broader  politi- 
cal process  that  includes  negotiating 
and  concluding  an  agreement  on  final 
status. 

I  am  encouraged  by  the  Prime 
Minister's  assurance  that  all  options 
are  open  for  negotiation.  The  Prime 
Minister  and  I  agreed  that  our  govern- 
ments would  remain  in  close  touch  to 
ensure  that  everything  possible  is  be- 
ing done  to  promote  the  prospects  for 
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peace  in  the  Middle  East.  And  speaking 
for  myself  and  for  the  American  people, 
I  want  to  assure  everyone  that  the 
United  States  is  committed  to  promot- 
ing this  goal. 

Prime  Minister  Shamir 

Let  me  first,  on  behalf  of  the  people  of 
Israel  and  on  behalf  of  my  wife  and  my- 
self, express  our  warm  wishes  on  your 
assuming  the  mantle  of  leadership  of 
the  United  States  and  the  free  world. 
We  have  cherished  your  personal 
friendship  and  warm  humanitarian 
concern  for  many  years.  We  shall  never 
forget  the  help  you  have  extended  our 
brothers  and  sisters  in  distress,  just 
as  we  shall  always  remember  the  role 
the  United  States  has  played  in  our 
history. 

Our  alliance  is  based  on  common 
values  and  shared  interests.  Our 
agreements  on  strategic  cooperation 
and  the  free  trade  area  benefit  both 
countries.  They  help  us  continue  as  a 
vanguard  of  democracy  in  the  Middle 
East.  I  am  confident  that  under  your 
Administration,  our  bonds  of  friend- 
ship and  cooperation  will  grow  even 
stronger. 

Our  two  nations  share  the  values 
and  ideas  of  the  free  world  and  the 
ideals  of  democracy  and  freedom.  What 
we  do  not  share  is  a  neighborhood.  For 
us  the  carnage  in  Beirut,  the  use  of  poi- 
son gas  against  civilians,  and  acts  of 
terrorism  and  fanaticism  are  not  news 
from  afar,  for  as  they  are  events  hap- 
pening around  the  corner;  they  are  our 
daily  reality.  If  there  is  one  mistake 
Israel  cannot  afford  to  make,  it  is  the 
mistake  of  forgetting  where  we  live. 

I  would  like  to  reiterate  here  what 
I  said  to  you  in  private:  We  shall  make 
the  greatest  possible  efforts  to  achieve 
peace,  short  of  endangering  the  secu- 
rity of  our  state.  We  consider  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  Palestinian  state  west  of 
the  Jordan  River,  which  is  an  objective 
of  the  PLO  [Palestine  Liberation  Orga- 
nization], a  mortal  threat  to  our  secu- 
rity. I  have  assured  you  that  we  would 
sit  with  anyone,  anytime,  anywhere, 
without  preconditions  if  we  thought  it 
would  advance  the  cause  of  peace.  But 
we  cannot  lend  ourselves  to  any  steps 
that  will  result  in  a  Palestinian  state, 
which  is  a  prescription  not  for  peace 
but  for  war.  I  can  assure  you  we  will  be 
forthcoming.  We  believe  the  Camp 
David  accords,  based  on  Resolutions 
242  and  338,  are  the  cornerstone  of 
peace  in  our  region.  We  faithfully  abide 
by  your  agreements,  and  we  expect 
others  to  do  so  as  well. 


To  advance  the  cause  of  peace,  we 
have  put  forwad  a  four-point  peace 
initiative. 

First,  we  propose  an  effort  to 
make  the  existing  peace  between  Israel 
and  Egypt  based  on  the  Camp  David 
accords  a  cornerstone  for  expanding 
peace  in  the  region.  We  call  upon  the 
three  signatories  of  the  Camp  David  ac- 
cords at  this  10th  anniversary  of  the 
treaty  of  peace  to  reaffirm,  indeed, 
their  dedication  to  the  accords. 

Second,  we  call  upon  the  United 
States  and  Egypt  to  make  it  clear  to 
the  Arab  governments  that  they  must 
abandon  their  hostility  and  belliger- 
ency toward  Israel.  They  must  replace 
political  warfare  and  economic  boycott 
with  negotiations  and  cooperation. 

Third,  we  call  for  a  multinational 
effort  under  the  leadership  of  the 
United  States  and  with  substantial  Is- 
raeli participation  to  finally  solve  the 
Arab  refugee  problem  perpetuated  by 
Arab  governments  while  Israel  absorbs 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  Jewish  refu- 
gees from  Arab  countries.  All  these 
refugees  should  have  decent  housing 
and  live  in  dignity.  This  process  does 
not  have  to  await  a  political  solution  or 
to  substitute  for  it. 

Fourth,  in  order  to  launch  a  politi- 
cal negotiating  process,  the  proposed 
free  deomocratic  elections,  free  from 
an  atmosphere  of  PLO  violence,  terror, 
and  intimidation  among  the  Palestinian 
Arabs  of  Judea,  Samaria,  and  Gaza — 
their  purpose  is  to  produce  a  delegation 
to  negotiate  an  interim  period  of  self- 
governing  administration.  To  shape 
modalities  and  participation  in  the  elec- 
tions will  have  to  be  discussed.  The  in- 
terim phase  will  provide  a  vital  test  of 
coexistence  and  cooperation.  It  will  be 
followed  by  negotiations  for  a  perma- 
nent agreement.  All  proposed  options 
will  be  examined  during  these 
negotiations. 

This  is  an  outline  of  our  compre- 
hensive plan  for  peace.  It  is  based  on 
democratic  principles.  It  addresses  the 
real  issues.  Together  I  believe  we  can 
achieve  these  goals. 


•Made  at  the  South  Portico  of  the  White 
House  (text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Apr.  10,  1989).  ■ 


Situation  in  Lebanon 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
APR.  3,  19891 

The  United  States  condemns  the  con- 
tinued artillery  exchanges  by  all  sides 
in  Beirut  with  their  reckless  disregard 
to  civilian  lives  and  welfare.  All  partic- 
ipants in  the  fighting — both  foreign  and 
domestic — should  immediately  cease 
fire  and  lift  the  siege  and  blockade. 

We  continue  to  strongly  support 
the  efforts  of  the  Arab  League's  Com- 
mittee on  Lebanon  and  urge  all  parties 
to  cooperate  immediately  and  fully 
with  the  league's  call  for  a  cease-fire. 
We  also  urge  the  relevant  parties  to  re- 
ceive the  Arab  League  representative 
and  to  end  any  further  delay  in  the 
league's  peace  initiative  on  Lebanon. 

The  U.S.  Government  remains 
committed  to  the  restoration  of 
Lebanon's  unity,  sovereignty,  and  terri- 
torial integrity  with  the  restoration  of 
a  central  government,  the  withdrawal 
of  all  foreign  forces,  and  the  disband- 
ment  of  militias. 

DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
APR.  7,  19892 

We  welcome  the  commitment  that  Gen. 
Awn  [Christian-backed  leader]  made  in 
his  April  6  statement  to  the  goals  of 
power-sharing,  reform,  and  equal  par- 
ticipation in  the  political  system  by  all 
Lebanese — Muslims  and  Christians. 
We  applaud  his  recognition  that  all 
Lebanese  have  the  right  to  security, 
liberty,  and  dignity. 

We  particularly  support  his  call 
for  an  open,  honest,  and  free  inter- 
Lebanese  roundtable  dialogue.  The 
goals  he  affirmed  must  be  achieved  by 
dialogue,  not  military  means,  in  order 
to  reunify  a  sovereign  Lebanon  free  of 
foreign  military  forces  and  illegal 
militias. 

We  continue  to  urge  all  parties — 
foreign  and  domestic — to  respect  the 
Arab  League's  call  for  an  immediate 
cease-fire  and  the  cessation  of  all  land, 
sea,  and  air  blockades. 

Further  we  urge  all  parties  to  co- 
operate fully  with  the  Arab  League 
to  restore  security  and  stability  to 
Lebanon. 
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DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
APR.  14,  19891 

We  condemn  the  savage  shelling  in 
Beirut  on  Thursday  [April  13].  It  was  a 
reprehensible  reminder  that  14  years  of 
armed  conflict  have  failed  to  solve 
Lebanon's  problems.  We  reprove  all 
participants  in  yesterday's  fighting, 
both  Lebanese  and  non-Lebanese.  We 
call  on  all  combatants — including  the 
Lebanese  armed  forces,  the  different 
militias,  and  the  Syrian  Army — to 
cease  fire  and  cooperate  fully  with  the 
Arab  League's  Committee  on  Lebanon. 

We  urge  Gen.  Awn  to  pursue  his 
recent  public  commitment  to  power- 
sharing,  reform,  and  equal  participa- 
tion in  the  political  system  by  all 
Lebanese — Muslim  and  Christian  alike. 
That's  an  important  step  in  the  right 
direction. 

We  also  urge  Dr.  Huss  [Muslim- 
backed  leader]  and  all  other  Lebanese 
to  accept  the  suggestion  of  an  open, 
honest,  and  free  inter-Lebanese  round- 
table  dialogue.  No  one  should  try  to 
block  such  a  dialogue.  Force  will  not 
unite  the  Lebanese.  Neither  will  it 
cause  foreign  troops  to  withdraw. 

The  election  of  a  consensus  presi- 
dent and  a  constitutional  reform  are 
the  essential  first  steps  for  restoring 
Lebanon's  unity,  sovereignty,  and  terri- 
torial integrity.  Toward  the  achieve- 
ment of  those  goals,  the  United  States 
supports  fully  the  efforts  of  the  Arab 
committee  to  stop  the  current  fighting 
to  resolve  the  issue  of  the  air,  land,  and 
sea  blockades  and  to  help  the  Lebanese 
in  their  political  impasse. 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
APR.  18,  19893 

President  Bush  is  deeply  concerned 
about  the  growing  violence  in  Lebanon 
and  the  escalating  suffering  of  the 
Lebanese  people.  The  President  calls 
for  all  internal  parties  and  Syria  to 
cease  shelling  and  to  step  back  from 
confrontation.  The  President  strongly 
supports  efforts  currently  underway, 
such  as  the  one  by  the  Arab  League,  to 
bring  about  a  cease-fire  and  an  end  to 
the  violence. 

In  addition,  yesterday  the  Presi- 
dent and  President  Mitterrand  of 
France  discussed  by  telephone  steps 
that  the  United  Nations  could  take  to 
calm  the  situation.  Both  Presidents 
stressed  their  concern  about  the  loss  of 
life,  injuries,  and  deterioration  of  the 
situation  in  Beirut.  The  two  Presidents 
stressed  the  need  for  international  sup- 


port for  efforts  to  bring  about  a  peace- 
ful solution. 

DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
APR.  20,  19892 

We  welcome  the  April  18  statement  by 
the  23  Christian  Lebanese  parliamen- 
tarians calling  upon  the  Syrian  Army 
and  the  Lebanese  armed  forces  to  set 
up  and  maintain  a  cease-fire.  We 
strongly  support  their  appeal  for  a  po- 
litical dialogue. 

It  is  recognition  that  Lebanon's 
current  crisis  can  only  be  resolved 
through  consultation  and  reconcilia- 
tion. This  statement,  we  believe,  repre- 
sents the  desires  of  the  vast  majority  of 
Lebanese  on  both  sides  of  the  "green 
line"  to  seek  a  peaceful  resolution  to 
Lebanon's  political  problems. 


It  underscores  the  critical  impor- 
tance of  Lebanon's  Parliament  as  a  le- 
gitimate representative  body  and  the 
crucial  role  it  must  play  in  restoring  a 
central  government  to  the  country.  It  is 
significant  many  Lebanese  have  al- 
ready expressed  support  for  the  parlia- 
mentarians' position,  and  we  urge  all 
sides,  including  Syria  and  Gen.  Awn,  to 
accept  this  call  for  a  cease-fire  and 
seek  ways  to  resume  a  political 
dialogue. 


'Read  to  news  correspondents  by  De- 
partment spokesman  Margaret  DeB.  Tut- 
wiler. 

2Read  to  news  correspondents  by  De- 
partment deputy  spokesman  Richard  A. 
Boucher. 

3Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  Apr.  24,  1989.  ■ 


Nuclear  Cooperation  With  EURATOM 


LETTER  TO  THE  CONGRESS, 
MAR.  9,  19891 

The  United  States  has  been  engaged  in  nu- 
clear cooperation  with  the  European  Com- 
munity for  many  years.  This  cooperation 
was  initiated  under  agreements  concluded 
over  2  decades  ago  between  the  United 
States  and  the  European  Atomic  Energy 
Community  (EURATOM),  which  extend  un- 
til December  31,  1995.  Since  the  inception  of 
this  cooperation,  the  Community  has  ad- 
hered to  all  its  obligations  under  those 
agreements. 

The  Nuclear  Non-Proliferation  Act  of 
1978  amended  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of 
1954  to  establish  new  nuclear  export  crite- 
ria, including  a  requirement  that  the  United 
States  has  a  right  to  consent  to  the  re- 
processing of  fuel  exported  from  the  United 
States.  Our  present  agreements  for  coopera- 
tion with  EURATOM  do  not  contain  such  a 
right.  To  avoid  disrupting  cooperation  with 
EURATOM,  a  proviso  was  included  in  the 
law  to  enable  continued  cooperation  until 
March  10,  1980,  if  EURATOM  agreed  to  ne- 
gotiations concerning  our  cooperation 
agreements,  which  it  did. 

The  law  also  provides  that  nuclear  coop- 
eration with  EURATOM  can  be  extended  on 
an  annual  basis  after  March  10,  1980,  upon 
determination  by  the  President  that  failure 
to  cooperate  would  be  seriously  prejudicial 
to  the  achievement  of  U.S.  non-proliferation 
objectives  or  otherwise  jeopardize  the  com- 
mon defense  and  security  and  after  notifica- 
tion to  the  Congress.  President  Carter  made 
such  a  determination  9  years  ago  and  signed 
Executive  Order  No.  12193,  permitting  nu- 
clear cooperation  with  EURATOM  to  con- 
tinue until  March  10,  1981.  President  Reagan 
made  such  determinations  in  1981,  1982, 
1983,  19X4,  1985,  1986,  1987,  and  1988,  and 
signed  Executive  Orders  Nos.  12295, 12351, 


12409,  12463,  12506,  12554,  12587,  and  12629 
permitting  nuclear  cooperation  to  continue 
through  March  10,  1989. 

In  addition  to  numerous  informal  con- 
tacts, the  United  States  has  engaged  in  14 
rounds  of  talks  with  EURATOM  regarding 
the  renegotiation  of  the  U.S.-EURATOM 
agreements  for  cooperation.  These  were 
conducted  in  November  1978,  September 
1979,  April  1980,  January  1982,  November 
1983,  March  1984,  May,  September,  and  No- 
vember 1985,  April  and  July  1986,  Septem- 
ber 1987,  and  September  and  November 
1988.  Further  talks  are  anticipated  this 
year. 

I  believe  that  it  is  essential  that  cooper- 
ation between  the  United  States  and  the 
Community  continue,  and  likewise,  that  we 
work  closely  with  our  allies  to  counter  the 
threat  of  nuclear  explosives  proliferation.  A 
disruption  of  nuclear  cooperation  would  not 
only  eliminate  any  chance  of  progress  in  our 
talks  with  EURATOM  related  to  our  agree- 
ments, it  would  also  cause  serious  problems 
in  our  overall  relationships.  Accordingly, 
I  have  determined  that  failure  to  continue 
peaceful  nuclear  cooperation  with 
EURATOM  would  be  seriously  prejudicial  to 
the  achievement  of  U.S.  non-proliferation 
objectives  and  would  jeopardize  the  common 
defense  and  security  of  the  United  States.  I 
intend  to  sign  an  Executive  order  to  extend 
the  waiver  of  the  application  of  the  rele- 
vant export  criterion  of  the  Nuclear  Non- 
Proliferation  Act  for  an  additional  12 
months  from  March  10,  1989. 

Sincerely, 

George  Bush 


■Identical  letters  addressed  to  Jim 
Wright,  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Represen- 
tatives, and  Dan  Quayle,  President  of  the 
Senate  (text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of 
Presidential  Documents  of  Mar.  13,  1989).  I 
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U.S.-New  Zealand  Relations: 
Some  Parting  Observations 


by  Paul  M.  Cleveland 

Address  before  the  New  Zealand 
Institute  of  International  Affairs 
(NZIIA)  in  Dunedin,  New  Zealand,  on 
April  12,  1989.  Mr.  Cleveland  is  U.S. 
Ambassador  to  New  Zealand. 

Three  years  ago  after  I  first  arrived  in 
New  Zealand,  the  Wellington  branch  of 
NZIIA  provided  me  a  platform  to  make 
my  first  speech  in  your  country,  and  I 
am  honored  and  delighted  to  have  the 
opportunity  to  make  my  valedictory 
from  NZIIA's  podium  here  in  Otago — 
to  join  your  local  sport:  talking  back  to 
Wellington  from  the  south.  In  between 
times,  I  have  attended  a  number  of  out- 
standing presentations  put  on  by  your 
organization  which  I  have  found  most 
useful.  So,  I  am  not  only  grateful  for 
the  use  of  your  forum,  I  am  admiring  of 
the  useful  service  you  provide. 

Indeed,  no  forums  are  more  useful 
or  greatly  needed  in  New  Zealand 
these  days,  nor  in  any  other  country 
around  the  world,  than  our  foreign  pol- 
icy associations.  We  appear  to  be  at  the 
end  of  an  old  and  the  beginning  of  a 
new  international  relations  era,  and  the 
times  call  for  extensive  public  discus- 
sion of  alternative  international  goals 
and  policies.  Perhaps  not  coinciden- 
tally,  New  Zealand,  which  has  substan- 
tial past  experience  on  the  cutting 
edge  of  change,  is  undergoing  its  own 
unique,  separate  reexamination  of  its 
foreign  relations. 

Five  major  transformations  are  un- 
derway in  the  world  today:  the  demo- 
cratic revolution,  the  spread  of  free 
enterprise,  the  opening  and  restructur- 
ing of  the  communist  world,  the  rapid 
changes  in  information  flow  and  tech- 
nology, and  the  resulting  changing  re- 
lations among  nations.  Each  of  these 
changes  holds  great  promise,  but  each 
also  has  pitfalls.  New  democracies  in 
Africa,  Asia,  and  Latin  America  are 
fragile  and  can  fall  back  into  authori- 
tarian rule;  new  free  markets  can  be 
stunted  by  protectionism;  changes  in 
the  communist  world  could  run  aground 
on  resentful  bureaucracies  and/or  mil- 
itarism; we  could  fail  to  find  stabiliz- 
ing, new  cooperative  arrangements 
among  nations  to  replace  the  old  equi- 
libriums; new  technology  can  increase 
as  well  as  diminish  our  ecological  prob- 
lems. An  unemployed  friend  at  my  last 


university  reunion,  where  everyone 
else  seemed  to  be  thriving  as  president 
of  this  or  vice  president  of  that,  an- 
swered happily  when  asked  what  he 
was  doing:  "I  am  between  oppor- 
tunities." Despite  challenges  from 
many  directions,  we  Americans  remain 
optimistic  and  like  to  think  we  are  be- 
tween opportunities  these  days.  We 
need  to  be  realistic,  however,  if  we  are 
to  avoid  pitfalls  and  take  full  advantage 
of  the  opportunities  that  are  offered. 
Let  me  talk  briefly  about  the  implica- 
tions of  two  major  realities  in  today's 
world.  I  will  then  go  on  against  that 
background  to  discuss  our  own  two  na- 
tions' relationship. 

The  First  Reality 

The  first  of  these  realities  is  the  major 
transformation  of  the  international 
equilibrium  set  in  motion  by  changes  in 
the  Soviet  Union. 

The  key  to  understanding  this 
transformation  is  to  understand  the  in- 
formation technology  explosion  that  has 
given  so  much  additional  comparative 
advantage  to  open,  democratic,  free- 
trading  societies  which  countenance 
free  information  and  technology  flow. 
In  the  United  States,  growth  today 
comes  from  hundreds  of  new  ideas  spin- 
ning into  small-  or  medium-sized  com- 
panies, not  for  the  most  part  from  the 
Fortune  500.  In  this  environment, 
where  the  challenge  is  rapidity  of 
change  and  information  flow  rather 
than  ability  to  marshal  resources  to 
build  giant  steel  mills,  Marxist  and  so- 
cialist models  of  development  have 
proven  a  failure,  particularly  those  in 
Russia  where  secrecy  and  centralized 
control  have  historically  choked  devel- 
opment. Glasnost  and  perestroika  are  a 
direct  result  of  this  recognition.  Gen- 
eral Secretary  Gorbachev  realized  that 
a  rigidly  centralized  statist  economy, 
totalitarian  political  system,  secrecy, 
and  the  self-imposed  isolation  from  the 
world  economy  entailed  are  incompat- 
ible with  development  and  moderni- 
zation in  an  era  of  scientific,  techno- 
logical, and  information  revolution; 
ability  to  compete  in  today's  world;  and 
avoidance  of  domestic  economic  break- 
down. Thirty-second  in  the  world  in  life 
expectancy,  fifty-second  in  infant  mor- 
tality, the  Soviets  annually  spend  $100 
per  capita  on  health,  compared  with 
$2,000  in  the  United  States. 


That  kind  of  thing  simply  does  not  befit 
a  superpower. 

Since  domestic  reform  should  re- 
duce foreign  adventurism,  the  reform 
process  initiated  in  Moscow  holds  out 
promise  for  the  West,  as  well  as  for  the 
U.S.S.R.  itself  and  for  peace  and  sta- 
bility everywhere.  We  welcome  these 
changes.  We  believe  the  Soviet  leader- 
ship's turnabout  after  70  years  is  real 
and  sincere.  We  are  hopeful  that  as 
long  as  the  Soviets  are  preoccupied 
with  reform,  they  will  have  a  strong, 
concomitant  interest  in  pursuing  cau- 
tious foreign  policies.  And  we  are  pre- 
pared to  continue  to  negotiate  in  good 
faith  with  the  U.S.S.R.,  seeking  agree- 
ment across  a  wide  spectrum  of  issues, 
including  but  not  confined  to  mutual, 
balanced,  verifiable  arms  control 
agreements. 

That  said,  however,  there  are  two 
reasons  why  it  is  necessary  for  us  to 
proceed  cautiously  with  our  guard  up, 
at  least  until  we  have  a  better  under- 
standing of  what  the  possibilities  are. 
First,  Mr.  Gorbachev  and  his  fellow  re- 
formers are  surrounded  by  tough  con- 
centric rings  of  counterdemands  that 
will  constrain  their  forward  progress, 
could  halt  it  altogether,  and  could  even 
lead  to  renewed  aggressive  behavior 
such  as  followed  Khrushchev's  abortive 
efforts  at  reform.  In  the  first  ring, 
there  are  the  Communist  Party,  the 
army,  the  KGB,  and  the  bureaucracy, 
all  potentially  formidable  foes  to  re- 
form. The  second  ring  is  comprised  of 
the  Soviet  masses'  historic  suspicion, 
conservatism,  and  fear  of  competition. 
Outside  these  first  two  constricting 
rings  are  the  emotive  feelings  of  the 
various  Soviet  nationalities  that  have 
been  unleashed  and  must  be  dealt  with. 
Armenia  and  Georgia  are  but  two  of 
many  possibilities.  Further  abroad,  a 
fourth  obstacle  to  reform  may  arise 
from  the  East  Europeans'  thirst  for 
freedom  and  independence,  which  once 
let  loose,  could  lead  to  growing  diffi- 
culties for  the  U.S.S.R.  A  final  outer 
ring  of  problems  could  develop  for  the 
Soviets  if  and  when  they  cut  back  their 
credit  lines  in  Vietnam,  Cuba,  Nica- 
ragua, and  elsewhere. 

This  reason  alone  would  seem  to  be 
sufficient  to  warrant  caution,  and  be- 
cause of  it,  the  NATO  governments, 
Australia,  and  the  United  States'  Asian 
allies  are  all  convinced  of  the  continu- 
ing need  for  collective  security  and 
nuclear,  as  well  as  conventional, 
deterrence.  There  is,  however,  a  second 
reason  to  stay  on  the  alert:  General 
Secretary  Gorbachev  and  his  support- 
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ers  are  skilled  negotiators  and  can  be 
counted  on  to  seek  every  concession 
they  can,  which  will  leave  them  in  an 
advantageous  military  position. 

It  is  central  to  resolving  the  differ- 
ence between  the  United  States  and 
New  Zealand  that  we  all  understand 
this  point:  the  United  States  is  working- 
hard  to  reduce  armament,  to  back  away 
from  past  positions  and  arms  levels 
East  and  West  have  adopted,  but  we  ex- 
pect tough  bargaining  and  balanced 
reductions.  That  approach  proved  suc- 
cessful in  the  INF  [intermediate-range 
nuclear  forces]  negotiations.  The  world 
is  safer  today  because  we  have  been 
firm  of  purpose,  not  because  we  bowed 
to  populist  pressure.  In  our  view,  uni- 
lateral disarmament  steps  have  nega- 
tive, potentially  destabilizing  effect. 
The  Western  allies  must  remain  strong 
militarily  while  negotiating,  just  as  the 
Soviets  have:  to  deter  possible  renewed 
adventurism,  to  convince  the  Soviets 
that  they  cannot  expect  a  windfall  of 
military  advantage,  and  to  bring  about 
lasting  agreements  everyone  can  live 
with.  Industry  wouldn't  expect  or  prob- 
ably even  want  Council  of  Trade  Unions 
leader  Ken  Douglas  to  give  up  the  right 
to  strike  on  the  eve  of  wage  negotia- 
tions. We  are  not  going  to  give  up  ade- 
quate nuclear  deterrence  on  the  eve  of 
arms  limitation  negotiations. 

A  Second  Reality 

At  the  same  time  that  the  Soviet  Union 
is  setting  out  in  the  direction  of  mas- 
sive and  welcome,  albeit  potentially  de- 
stabilizing and  reversible,  reform,  a 
second  new  reality  is  developing  in  the 
world,  particularly  here  in  the  Asia/ 
Pacific  region.  A  new  multipolar  situa- 
tion is  emerging  wherein  to  use  Aus- 
tralian Defense  Minister  Kim  Beazley's 
words,  "real  economic  and  military 
power  is  likely  to  reside  in  the  hands  of 
nations  that  have  not  impacted  on  the 
strategic  thinking  of  countries  beyond 
their  immediate  neighbors  for  centu- 
ries." The  Asian  and  Pacific  region,  he 
continues,  "will  be  a  complexity  of 
shifting  alignments  and  arrangements 
characterized  by  an  array  of  large  and 
medium-sized  powers."  Did  you  know 
Japan  is  now  not  only  the  second  larg- 
est economic  power  but  is  also  the  third 
largest  military  power  in  the  world? 
China,  with  its  billion  people,  is  devel- 
oping its  military  forces,  including  an 
ability  to  conduct  forward  maritime  op- 
erations. India  has  exploded  a  nuclear 
device,  has  a  nuclear-powered  sub- 


marine, and  is  broadening  its  strategic 
interests  to  include  the  Indian  Ocean. 
The  other  "smaller"  powers  of  South- 
east Asia  are,  in  fact,  not  all  that 
small,  and  they  are  building  military 
forces  they  can  project  seaward  as  well 
as  on  land. 

Not  only  are  there  new  powers, 
there  are  places  power  gravitates, 
namely  key  strategic  points  and  con- 
tinuing power  vacuums,  the  largest  of 
these  being  the  vast  South  Pacific,  with 
its  dots  of  land  strategically  command- 
ing vast  areas  of  sea.  The  South  Pacific 
has  itself  entered  a  period  of  transition 
as  its  tiny  island  states  struggle  to  deal 
with  the  problems  of  economic  and  po- 
litical development  in  a  highly  competi- 
tive world.  In  some  cases,  these  nations 
will  never  be  able  to  win  the  self- 
sufficiency  they  crave.  Recent  develop- 
ments in  Fiji,  New  Caledonia,  and 
Vanuatu  are  a  portent  of  the  problems 
which  can  be  expected  to  break  out  as 
these  nations  adopt  their  traditional 
cultures  to  modern  challenges  and  pass 
through  a  generational  change  in  lead- 
ership with  an  outcome  that  remains 
uncertain. 

The  United  States  will  continue  to 
be  the  major  strategic  player  in  the  Pa- 
cific region,  not  only  in  its  own  interest 
as  a  global  power  in  maintaining  peace 
and  security  in  this  dynamic  region  but 
also  in  response  to  the  desires  of  vir- 
tually everyone,  except  perhaps  the  So- 
viet Union  and  Vietnam.  However, 
U.S.  power  is  limited;  we  and  our  allies 
in  the  Pacific,  just  as  in  Europe,  will 
work  out  new  arrangements  as  time 
passes  to  realign  responsibilities  for 
maintaining  security  in  accord  with 
shifts  in  power.  Japan  has  been  under- 
taking more.  Korea  has  always  as- 
sumed a  large  share  of  responsibility. 
Several  Association  of  South  East 
Asian  Nations  (ASEAN)  members  do. 
The  Australians  have  also.  The  Austra- 
lians believe,  as  we  do,  not  only  that  it 
is  vital  that  Canberra  maintain  its  alli- 
ance with  Washington  but  that  it  is  also 
desirable  to  develop  policies  and  mili- 
tary capabilities  of  its  own,  to  meet  di- 
rect military  threats,  and  "to  manage 
the  strategic  environment  in  a  way  that 
reinforces  Australia's  favorable  strate- 
gic outlook." 

Like  the  dislocations  pursuant  to 
Soviet  reform,  this  second  new  reality 
— the  emergence  of  competition  amid  a 
mix  of  emerging  new  powers — calls  for 
shared  assumption  of  responsibility  for 
security,  continuing  collective  military 
capabilities,  and  deterrence  to  prevent 
sudden,  unbalancing,  and  destabilizing 
threats  from  developing  in  the  region. 


There  is  substantial  agreement  in  the 
Asia/Pacific  region  on  this  point. 

New  Zealand,  The  United  States, 
and  the  World 

What  then  can  we  say  about  U.S. -New 
Zealand  relations  against  the  back- 
ground of  the  twin  realities  I  have 
described? 

Historically,  by  most  accounts,  our 
postwar  relationship  was  close  and  mu- 
tually rewarding.  We  agreed  on  the 
fundamentals  and  discussed  our  dif- 
ferences constructively.  As  I  have 
stressed  before,  New  Zealand  had  far 
greater  influence  in  Washington  than 
its  size  alone  might  have  warranted. 
One  of  your  Foreign  Service  officers 
once  referred  to  this  approach  as  the 
Jiminy  Cricket  policy — you  sat  and 
whispered  in  the  ear  of  the  world's 
greatest  power.  Perhaps  that  was  per- 
ceived as  demeaning.  Whatever  its  ap- 
pearance and  merits,  the  present 
government  decided,  in  effect,  that 
that  policy  was  not  worth  the  cost  of 
admitting  nuclear  capable  ships  on  a 
neither-confirm-nor-deny  basis. 

When  I  first  spoke  to  the  NZIIA 
just  3  years  ago,  our  two  governments, 
together  with  the  British  Government, 
were  still  considering  ways  and  means 
to  maintain  our  defense  ties.  Not  long 
after  that,  however,  our  efforts  failed, 
and  New  Zealand  translated  its  nuclear 
ship  prohibitions  into  law,  foreclosing 
effective  military  cooperation  from  our 
point  of  view,  so  we  suspended  our  de- 
fense commitment  to  New  Zealand.  At 
the  same  time,  we  decided  to  limit  the 
extent  of  the  reduction  in  the  relation- 
ship to  the  political-security  area  and 
otherwise  carry  on.  There  was  no  gain- 
saying, however,  that  despite  our 
shared  inheritance  of  cultural  values 
and  political  ideals,  our  longstanding 
trust,  friendship,  and  cooperation,  our 
governments  saw  the  world  differently; 
we  placed  different  priorities  on  the 
continuing  need  for  collective  arrange- 
ments and  nuclear  deterrence,  with  the 
United  States  in  favor  of  maintaining 
both  these  twin  pillars  and  New  Zea- 
land recognizing  the  first,  in  its  own 
way,  but  rejecting  the  second.  That  is  a 
major,  pronounced  difference  between 
us  that  still  exists.  Nevertheless,  being 
practical  peoples,  we  have  both  decided 
to  lower  the  noise  level,  hopefully  to  al- 
low time  for  thought,  to  recognize  per- 
haps the  fundamental  nature  of  our 
close  identity  even  though  we  currently 
disagree  on  an  important  matter,  and 
to  develop  better  understanding. 
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Not  all  of  us  have  always  succeeded 
in  using  this  time  well.  From  time  to 
time,  an  American  has  voiced  excessive 
residual  anger  or  suggested  a  self- 
defeating  course  of  action,  such  as  cut- 
ting off  trade.  Radio  New  Zealand, 
which  sometimes  seems  to  have  little 
else  to  do  in  Washington,  loves  to  pick 
these  stories  up.  But  I  think  you  Kiwis 
understand  by  now  that  singular  Amer- 
ican voices  in  or  out  of  the  government 
do  not  and  never  have  represented 
American  foreign  policy.  The  Presi- 
dent, the  Secretary  of  State,  and  their 
designated  spokesmen  represent  Amer- 
ican foreign  policy. 

The  facts  are  we  have  stopped 
providing  and  will  continue  to  deny  de- 
fense and  intelligence  help  and  cooper- 
ation we  formerly  gave  New  Zealand 
under  Article  II  of  the  ANZUS  treaty 
[Australia,  New  Zealand,  United 
States  security  pact],  but  we  will  not 
seek  retributive  action  further  afield 
in  Antarctica,  in  trade,  or  elsewhere. 
To  the  contrary,  we  will  continue,  in  ef- 
fect, to  aid  New  Zealand  measurably, 
for  example,  in  Antarctica,  where  coop- 
eration has  never  been  better;  within  a 
year  you  intend  to  start  work  on  an  in- 
ternational gateway  in  Christchurch 
which  we  will  jointly  occupy.  On  the 
economic  front,  we  will  also  continue  to 
help  you  as  the  world's  major  line- 
plunger  for  free  trade.  It  is,  after  all, 
the  United  States  that  purposefully 
pushed  open  the  door  to  Japan's  market 
for  Australasian  grass-fed  beef  at  the 
same  time  we  opened  it  for  our  own 
grain-fed  beef.  Most  important  our 
pressure,  together  with  that  of  others, 
on  Europe  to  reduce  agricultural  sub- 
sidies and  our  commitment  to  reduce 
our  own  agricultural  support  should 
eventually  prove  of  immense  value  to 
New  Zealand  trade.  Announcement  last 
week  that  we  have  reached  agreement 
with  Europe  on  the  outline  of  steps  to 
be  taken  is  momentous  news  indeed. 

There  are  also  a  few  New  Zea- 
landers  who  have  added  to  the  prob- 
lems between  us  rather  than  to  the 
solutions.  I  do  not  want  to  further 
emphasize  anti-Americanism  except  to 
make  three  clarifying  points:  (a)  when 
I  raised  the  subject  in  an  interview 
with  the  New  Zealand  Herald  a  few 
weeks  ago,  I  was  talking  about  a  very 
small  group  of  radical  people  who  often 
seem  to  me  to  be  "anti"  a  lot  of  things 
as  well  as  America;  (b)  good  honest 
criticism  of  America  is  "fair-go"  and 
not  what  I  was  talking  about — I  engage 
in  it  myself;  and  (c)  the  great  majority 
of  Kiwis  I  know  have  been  friendly,  hos- 


pitable, and  thoughtful,  even  when  we 
have  disagreed.  As  I  like  to  think  of  my 
own  country,  you  are  fair-minded.  It 
was  not,  after  all,  Paul  Holmes'  inter- 
view with  Dennis  Conner  that  was  sig- 
nificant; the  importance  lay  in  the 
subsequent  universal  Kiwi  criticism  of 
Holmes'  attack  as  unsporting. 

Outlook 

But  what,  we  need  to  ask,  is  the  out- 
look? The  basic  fact  that  emerges  from 
all  this  is  that  the  relationship  is 
friendly,  but  diminished.  As  I  have 
said:  We  bump  along.  So  we  ask:  Can 
we  make  it  better? 

Hopeful  when  I  first  came  to  New 
Zealand,  I  am  more  convinced  after 
more  than  3  years  here  that  the  nega- 
tive views  about  our  relations  held  by  a 
few  will  not  win  out;  to  the  contrary,  I 
believed  then  and  believe  now  that  our 
basic  mutual  interests  and  common 
sense  approaches  to  public  affairs 
will,  in  the  end,  bring  us  back  closer  to- 
gether, if  not  to  the  same  relationship 
we  previously  had  to  one  that  furthers 
our  mutual  and  the  general  interest. 
However,  if  I  am  more  convinced  of  our 
ability  to  widen  the  areas  of  agree- 
ment, to  lessen  the  differences  between 
us,  I  am  also  more  mindful  of  the  need 
to  be  realistic,  not  to  be  Pollyannaish 
about  our  differences  over  security;  I 
am  more  sober  about  the  time  it  will 
take  to  bridge  them,  the  need  for  pa- 
tience; and  I  frankly  do  not  know  what 
design  that  bridge  will  have.  As  it  did  3 
years  ago,  my  speech  ends  with  ques- 
tions rather  than  answers. 

The  first  question  that  occurs, 
of  course,  is  whether  one  or  the  other 
of  us  will  change  our  stance  on  the  nu- 
clear ship  issue  and  will  we  manage  to 
do  better  than  bump  along.  I  must  tell 
you  that  no  basic  change  seems  likely  in 
U.S.  neither-confirm-nor-deny  policy. 
For  the  reasons  I  have  outlined,  the 
United  States  remains  committed, 
among  other  things,  to  nuclear  deter- 
rence. The  neither-confirm-nor-deny 
policy  is,  in  turn,  firmly  supported  as 
essential  to  nuclear  deterrence  by  lead- 
ers in  both  political  parties  and  by  an 
absolute  majority  of  Americans.  It  has 
been  carefully  constructed  and  applied 
worldwide  to  protect  our  Navy's  port 
access  and  strategic  maneuverability, 
and  the  policy  has  been  successful.  De- 
spite occasional  New  Zealand  media  re- 
ports to  the  contrary,  no  other  ally 
has  abridged  our  and  the  British  and 
French  neither-confirm-nor-deny  poli- 
cies; all  our  allies  fully  support  it.  On 


the  other  hand,  major  neutral  nations 
like  China,  Sweden,  India,  and 
Yugoslavia — plus  smaller  ones  like  the 
South  Pacific  island  nations — have 
adapted  to  it  and  regularly  admit  our 
ships  on  a  neither-confirm-nor-deny 
basis. 

So  the  question  turns  to  New  Zea- 
land: Is  there  any  chance  you  will 
change  your  ship  ban?  Frankly,  I  don't 
know  what  you  will  do  finally.  The  gov- 
ernment and  many  people  here  I  talk  to 
are  adamant  that  the  policy  on  nuclear 
ships  will  not  change,  regardless  who  is 
in  power.  Moreover  they  make  clear  no- 
body even  wants  to  hear  about  it.  They 
seem  convincing.  But  the  opposition 
and  about  as  many  other  people  we  talk 
to  insist  that  it  is  important  to  make 
the  changes  necessary  to  enable  New 
Zealand  to  rejoin  ANZUS.  Poll  results 
on  the  issure  are  not  clear  to  me.  It 
does,  on  the  other  hand,  seem  reasona- 
bly clear  that  most  people,  whatever 
their  views,  are  concerned  more  about 
the  domestic  economy  these  days  and 
wish  the  ship  problem  would  go  away. 
But  if  you  are  among  those  who  want  a 
better  relationship  with  the  United 
States,  you  realize  that  the  issue  can- 
not simply  be  dismissed.  Resolution  of 
the  issue  would  seem  to  turn  on  evolu- 
tion of  New  Zealanders'  answers  to  the 
same  old  question:  Is  the  effective  pro- 
hibition of  nuclear-capable  ships  or  full 
partnership  in  the  Western  community 
more  important  to  you?  Future  exter- 
nal events  could  reshape  people's  an- 
swers, but  even  that  is  unclear  to  me. 

If  a  clear  majority  continues  to  de- 
cide in  favor  of  maintaining  non-nuclear 
ports,  other  questions  will  arise.  First 
and  foremost:  What  kind  of  alternative 
defense  contribution  to  the  region  and 
to  the  larger  world  will  New  Zealand 
make?  Foreign  Minister  Russell  Mar- 
shall addressed  this  question  in  an  ar- 
ticle in  the  Dominion  this  week.  He 
was  right  when  he  noted  the  world  is 
watching.  The  world,  including  the 
United  States,  welcomes  your  contribu- 
tion to  international  peacekeeping.  But 
that  still  leaves  the  question:  Will  your 
efforts  be  considered  sufficient  over 
time  by  others?  Listening  to  the  vari- 
ous parties,  it  appears  to  me  there  may 
have  been  some  breakdown  in  percep- 
tions between  this  country  and  others 
on  this  point.  Some  New  Zealanders 
have  taken  the  view  that  it  owes  noth- 
ing more  to  maintaining  security  than 
it  has  given  and  that  that  view  is  ac- 
cepted internationally.  However,  some 
nations  that  are  sacrificing  considera- 
bly more,  not  surprisingly,  hold  a  dif- 
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ferent  view.  How  you  address  and  an- 
swer this  key  question  will  go  a  long 
way  to  defining  the  role  and  influence 
you  have  in  the  world.  Your  foreign  pol- 
icy clout,  including  your  influence  on 
disarmament  questions,  will  be  a  func- 
tion of  your  conclusion.  As  difficult  as 
that  question  may  be,  it  is  one  to 
which,  I  should  think,  you  would  want 
to  develop  the  most  clear-sighted  an- 
swers, in  the  interest  of  maintaining 
optimal  good-neighbor  status  and  self- 
respect. 

If  on  the  other  hand,  a  choice  to  re- 
turn to  full  membership  in  the  Western 
partnership  is  made,  the  question  be- 
comes: How  will  you  manage  that?  At  a 
minimum,  there  will  be  widespread  re- 
sistance to  readmitting  ships.  Substan- 
tial change  in  New  Zealand  attitudes 
toward  nuclear  weapons  and  foreign 
policy  will  be  necessary  if  any  such  re- 
versal is  to  remain  permanent.  How 
might  that  happen? 

At  bottom,  of  course,  the  question 
before  you  all  is  what  relationship  do 
you  want  to  have  not  just  with  the 
United  States  but  with  the  rest  of  the 
world?  I  am  sure  some  of  you  ask:  Why 
does  our  security  contribution  have  to 
figure  so  large?  We're  peaceful.  Why 
can't  we  just  be  accepted?  But  other  na- 
tions contributing  substantially  to  the 
world's  security  insurance  policy  will 
not  accept  that  view.  There  is  an  old 
cliche  that  applies:  "You  get  what  you 
bargain  for."  It  is  not  always  true.  The 
world  is  not  always  fair.  You  may  end 
up  with  more  or  less  than  you  bargain 
for.  But  prudence  argues  for  setting 
out  with  that  assumption  and  for  mak- 
ing a  realistic  assessment  of  your  bar- 
gaining strength. 

I  am  sorry  that  like  Pontius  Pilate, 
I  seem  to  be  raising  difficult  questions 
as  I  depart.  This  is  where  we  seem  to 
be,  however.  We  have  put  a  floor  under 
deterioration  of  our  relations,  lessened 
the  decibel  level  of  the  dialogue,  and 
maintained  commerce  and  cooperation 
in  non-military  areas.  But  if  the  rela- 
tionship is  to  improve,  further  repairs 
will  be  necessary  in  the  security  area. 
The  operative  questions  are  largely 
for  you  to  address.  Because  we  live  to- 
gether on  this  globe,  share  a  strategic 
interest  in  the  region,  and  have  much 
in  common,  and  because  we  care,  we 
will  be  watching  with  interest  how  you 
proceed.  ■ 


Toward  a  Global  High-Definition 
TV  Production  Standard 


by  Sonia  Landau 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Telecommunications,  Consumer 
Protection,  and  Finance  of  the  House 
Energy  and  Commerce  Committee  on 
March  8,  1989.  Ambassador  Landau  is 
U.S.  Coordinator  and  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  International  Communica- 
tions and  Information  Policy.1 

The  State  Department  has  been  in- 
volved in  HDTV  [high-definition  televi- 
sion] issues  for  15  years  and  has 
focused  primarily  on  the  standard  for 
production  and  international  program 
exchange.  I  would  like  to  highlight  to- 
day the  important  role  of  production 
standards  in  the  total  HDTV  equation. 
I  will  also  describe,  in  some  detail,  how 
the  State  Department,  in  close  conjunc- 
tion with  other  U.S.  Government  agen- 
cies and  the  private  sector,  has  sought 
to  promote  U.S.  interests  through 
adoption  of  a  single,  worldwide  HDTV 
production  standard  and  our  strategy 
for  the  future. 

HDTV  Production  Standards 

HDTV  standards  can  be  divided  into 
three  categories: 

•  Standards  for  the  studio  and  in- 
ternational program  exchange,  called 
"production"  standards; 

•  "Transmission"  standards  or 
standards  for  delivery  systems,  includ- 
ing terrestrial  transmission  systems, 
satellite  transmissions,  cable  systems, 
and  videotape  systems;  and 

•  Standards  for  display  systems, 
such  as  home  television  sets  and  re- 
ceivers for  public  display. 

The  issue  of  a  single  standard  for 
studio  production  and  program  ex- 
change is  extremely  important  and 
warrants  our  attention  for  several 
reasons. 

First,  the  new  high-quality  video 
technologies  have  the  potential  to  re- 
place the  current  video  technologies 
and,  more  importantly,  to  supplement 
35mm  film,  which  serves  presently  as  a 
de  facto  world  standard. 

Second,  a  worldwide  HDTV  pro- 
duction standard  would  facilitate  lower 
overall  costs  due  to  economies  of  scale 
in  equipment  manufacturing,  the  ease 


of  program  exchange  and  international 
coproductions,  as  well  as  the  inter- 
operability of  equipment. 

Third,  a  worldwide  production 
standard  would  greatly  facilitate  the 
exchange  of  HDTV  motion  pictures, 
videos,  and  other  production  materials 
around  the  world.  A  market  in  which 
two  or  three  standards  operate  simul- 
taneously would  pose  the  same  diffi- 
culties that  currently  hamper  TV 
production  where  NTSC  [National  TV 
System  Committee],  PAL  [phase  alter- 
nation line],  and  SECAM  [sequential 
with  memory]  standards  now  prevail  in 
different  parts  of  the  world. 

Finally,  a  single,  worldwide  pro 
duction  standard  would  serve  U.S. 
commercial  interests,  since  entertain- 
ment is  currently  one  of  our  largest  e 
ports.  Presently,  the  United  States 
commands  85%  of  the  world's  export 
market  for  cinema,  broadcasting,  ca- 
ble, satellite,  and  VCR  [video  cassette 
recorder]  distribution.  The  United 
States  enjoys  a  current  annual  surplus 
of  $2.8  billion  in  the  export  of  movies 
and  television  shows.  Looking  to  the 
future,  most  observers  predict  that  the 
production  of  high-definition  programs 
will  be  a  multibillion  dollar  interna- 
tional market. 

U.S.  Policy  Formulation 

During  the  past  year  the  State  Depart- 
ment has  been  an  active  participant  in 
executive  branch  discussion  on  HDTV 
that  have  taken  place  in  the  Economic 
Policy  Council  and  the  Trade  Policy 
Review  Group.  In  addition,  for  a  much 
longer  period  of  time,  the  Bureau  of 
International  Communications  and  In- 
formation Policy  has  coordinated  U.S. 
participation  in  HDTV  activities  in  the 
the  International  Telecommunication 
Union  (ITU).  The  State  Department— 
in  consultation  with  the  Commerce 
Department,  Federal  Communications 
Commission  (FCC),  and  other  U.S. 
Government  agencies — has  responsi- 
bility for  U.S.  participation  in  the 
ITU's  International  Radio  Consultative 
Committee  (CCIR),  which  serves  as  the 
global  focal  point  for  conducting  studies 
and  developing  recommendations  on 
technical  and  operational  radiocom- 
munications  questions. 

Before  discussing  the  CCIR's  work 
on  a  worldwide  HDTV  production  stand- 
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ard,  let  me  explain  how  the  State  De- 
partment formulates  its  CCIR  posi- 
tions. In  our  policy  coordinating  role, 
we  systematically  bring  together  pri- 
vate sector  and  other  U.S.  Government 
input  through  advisory  committees  and 
constant  informal  monitoring  of  rele- 
vant opinion.  Our  key  advisory  com- 
mittee for  international  broadcast 
issues  is  the  U.S.  National  CCIR  Orga- 
nization. This  committee  is  open  to  any 
interested  Federal  agency,  private 
company,  individual  consultant,  indus- 
try group,  standards  body,  and  the 
public  in  general.  Its  purpose  is  to  ad- 
vise the  Department  of  State  on  the  ap- 
propriate contributions  and  positions 
to  be  taken  in  the  international  CCIR 
meetings. 

The  National  CCIR  Organization  is 
chaired  by  the  State  Department  with 
the  FCC  and  the  National  Telecom- 
munications and  Information  Adminis- 
tration (NTIA)  of  the  Commerce 
Department  as  vice  chairmen.  The  De- 
fense Department,  the  National  Aero- 
nautics and  Space  Administration, 
United  States  Information  Agency,  and 
several  other  agencies  also  actively  par- 
ticipate. The  major  broadcasting  orga- 
nizations and  broadcasting  equipment 
manufacturers  are  represented  and 
provide  valuable  input  for  policy  deci- 
sions, such  as  our  position  on  an  inter- 
national HDTV  production  standard. 
These  positions  are  thoroughly  vetted 
in  the  national  CCIR  process,  including 
interagency  review,  before  a  final  de- 
termination is  made  by  the  State 
Department. 

In  the  case  of  HDTV  and  other 
broadcast  matters,  the  pivotal  part 
played  by  the  private  sector  is  natural, 
since  privately  owned  and  operated 
stations,  networks,  and  program  pro- 
ducers are  directly  affected  by  our  pol- 
icies. In  fact,  private-sector  studies  of 
standards  for  advanced  television  sys- 
tems have  been  underway  for  more 
than  a  decade.  Three  prominent  U.S. 
private-sector  organizations  have 
played  a  decisive  role  in  the  evaluation 
and  adoption  by  the  United  States  of 
the  1,125  lines  and  60  fields  per  second 
standard  for  international  HDTV  stu- 
dio and  program  exchange. 

•  The  Advanced  Television  Sys- 
tems Committee  (ATSC)  was  estab- 
lished in  1982  by  the  five  members  of 
the  Joint  Committee  for  Intersociety 
Coordination.  They  are  the  National 
Association  of  Broadcasters,  the  Na- 
tional Cable  Television  Association,  the 
Electronic  Industries  Association,  the 
Society  of  Motion  Picture  and  Televi- 


sion Engineers  (SMPTE),  and  the  Insti- 
tute of  Electrical  and  Electronic  Engi- 
neers. Membership  includes  American 
companies  and  organizations  having  a 
direct,  bona  fide  interest  in  advanced 
television  standards. 

•  The  Society  of  Motion  Picture 
and  Television  Engineers,  composed 
of  technical  persons  involved  with  pro- 
duction, began  studying  advanced  tele- 
vision in  1977. 

•  The  American  National  Stand- 
ards Institute  (ANSI)  functions  as  a 
coordinating  body  for  encouraging 
worthwhile  standards  as  American  na- 
tional standards. 

The  U.S.  position  advocating  CCIR 
adoption  of  the  1,125/60  international 
production  standard  is  based  on  thor- 
ough analysis  of  industry  research  and 
recommendations  by  groups  such  as  the 
three  listed  above.  A  fundamental  U.S. 
standards  setting  principle  has  been 
the  reliance  on  voluntary  industry 
standards  to  the  maximum  extent  pos- 
sible. We  consider  this  principle  to  be 
equally  applicable  in  the  development 
of  U.S.  positions  on  international 
standards. 

CCIR  Activity 

The  CCIR  has  been  involved  since  the 
early  1970s  with  the  issue  of  proposed 
HDTV  standards  for  studio  and  inter- 
national program  exchange.  These 
standards  have  been  a  prominent  issue 
in  the  CCIR  since  1983  when  Study 
Group  11  (television)  established  a  spe- 
cialist group  to  study  all  facets  of 
HDTV  and  to  prepare  recommenda- 
tions. At  that  time,  it  was  agreed  to 
strive  for  a  draft  recommendation  for  a 
single,  worldwide  HDTV  standard  for 
the  studio  and  international  program 
exchange  within  the  4-year  work  cycle 
ending  at  the  1986  plenary  assembly  in 
Dubrovnik,  Yugoslavia.  Additionally,  it 
was  decided  that  recommendations  on 
other  aspects  of  HDTV,  such  as  trans- 
mission and  display  standards,  would 
be  finalized  during  the  following  work 
cycle,  1986-90. 

As  a  result  of  the  policy  formula- 
tion process  I  outlined  earlier,  the  U.S. 
Government,  in  September  1984,  pro- 
posed to  the  CCIR  adoption  of  a  recom- 
mendation on  the  1,125/60  production 
standard,  which  was  overwhelmingly 
supported  by  U.S.  industry.  This 
standard,  developed  by  U.S.  industry 
in  the  SMPTE,  was  based  in  part  on  re- 
search, experimentation,  and  develop- 
ment carried  out  by  NHK,  the  Japanese 


national  broadcasting  corporation.  The 
SMPTE  result  differed  from  the  Japa- 
nese work  in  several  respects.  The  dif- 
ferences from  the  original  Japanese 
parameters  involved,  among  others, 
the  aspect  ratio,  a  progressive  scan  op- 
tion, recommendations  on  colorimetry, 
and  the  digital  sample  ratio. 

The  Japanese  changed  their  own 
initial  proposal  and  supported  the  U.S. 
modifications  after  they  realized  that 
U.S.  support  for  an  1,125/60  system 
was  contingent  upon  the  adoption  of 
our  parameters.  Canada  and  Mexico 
have  also  been  strong  supporters  of  the 
1,125/60  standard.  Japanese  manufac- 
turers have  moved  to  market  equip- 
ment based  on  the  1,125/60  standard. 

In  1985,  the  U.S. -proposed  1,125/60 
standard  was  adopted  in  the  form  of  a 
draft  recommendation  presented  to 
CCIR  Study  Group  11.  The  October 
1985  Study  Group  11  meeting  saw  the 
emergence  of  two  distinct  camps.  On 
one  side,  Japan,  Canada,  and  the  Unit- 
ed States  supported  adoption  of  the 
1,125/60  standard.  On  the  other  side, 
several  European  Community  (EC) 
countries — encouraged  by  European 
consumer  electronics  manufacturers — 
mounted  a  coordinated  blocking  effort. 
After  considerable  debate,  Study  Group 
11  passed  the  proposed  recommenda- 
tion to  the  plenary  assembly  for  fur- 
ther consideration  but  not  as  a  formal 
recommendation. 

At  the  May  1986  CCIR  plenary 
assembly  in  Dubrovnik,  the  issue  of 
HDTV  production  standards  was  by  far 
the  most  contentious  and  politically 
charged  of  all  the  items  on  the  agenda. 
A  coalition  of  EC  administrations,  con- 
cerned with  problems  involving  their 
different  electrical  systems  and  con- 
cerns raised  by  European  manufac- 
turers of  home  electronics  equipment, 
tabled  an  alternative  HDTV  studio 
standard.  In  the  stalemate  that 
evolved,  the  plenary  decided  to  post- 
pone a  decision  by  agreeing  to  convene 
an  extraordinary  meeting  of  Study 
Group  11  within  2  years  to  deal  with 
the  HDTV  issue. 

Despite  the  inability  to  adopt  a 
recommendation  at  the  1986  plenary  in 
Dubrovnik,  work  has  continued  in  the 
CCIR  to  reach  consensus  on  an  interna- 
tional HDTV  production  standard, 
which  would  benefit  all  countries. 
Some  incremental  progress  has  been 
made.  In  January  1989,  a  CCIR  work- 
ing group  produced  the  outline  of  a 
draft  proposal  for  a  CCIR  recommen- 
dation on  the  single,  worldwide  HDTV 
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production  standard.  The  outline  iden- 
tifies over  30  basic  parameters  for 
which  values  must  be  approved.  Al- 
though some  fundamental  parameters 
still  remain  to  be  defined,  a  consensus 
was  reached  on  over  one-half  of  those 
already  defined.  Further  progress  is 
expected  at  the  May  1989  Study  Group 
11  extraordinary  meeting. 

We  recognize  that  many  circum- 
stances have  changed  since  1985  and 
1986  when  the  United  States  first  sup- 
ported the  proposed  1,125/60  produc- 
tion standard.  Also,  we  are  aware  that 
a  broad  spectrum  of  industry  re- 
sponded to  a  NTIA  notice  of  inquiry  on 
production  standards.  The  comments, 
which  were  due  March  1,  1989,  are  be- 
ing analyzed  now. 

The  ATSC  and  SMPTE  organiza- 
tions have  also  continued  periodic  re- 
views of  the  situation,  have  further 
defined  the  1,125/60  standard,  and  con- 
tinue to  support  1,125/60  as  an  interna- 
tional production  standard.  ANSI 
approved  the  1,125/60  standard  in  Octo- 
ber 1988,  denied  an  appeal  for  recon- 
sideration by  a  member  in  February 
1989,  and  has  scheduled  a  hearing  for  a 
second  appeal  by  the  same  member.  In 
addition,  other  groups  have  signaled 
strong  support  for  the  1,125/60  proposal 
in  recent  months,  including  the  Inter- 
national Brotherhood  of  Electrical 
Workers  (March  1989);  the  Department 
for  Professional  Employees,  AFL/CIO 
[American  Federation  of  Labor  and 
Congress  of  Industrial  Organizations] 
(December  1988);  the  International 
Alliance  of  Theatrical  and  Stage  Em- 
ployees (November  1988);  and  the  Inter- 
national Photographers  Guild 
(December  1988). 

From  time  to  time,  advocates  of 
other  standards  have  requested  the 
withdrawal  of  U.S.  support  for  the 
1,125/60  standard.  Very  recently,  the 
Motion  Picture  Association  of  America 
(MPAA)  issued  a  new  statement  on 
HDTV.  Recognizing  their  earlier  en- 
dorsement of  1,125/60,  MPAA  empha- 
sized that  they  now  "believe  a  more 
thorough  and  detailed  evaluation  of  all 
HDTV  systems  is  necessary"  to  ensure 
that  potential  benefits  are  realized. 
Nevertheless,  they  repeated  their  sup- 
port for  adoption  of  a  single,  worldwide 
HDTV  studio  standard,  such  as  the 
35mm  film  standard  continues  to  serve 
in  the  film  community.  MPAA  also  ex- 
pressed support  for  the  development  of 
a  "global  multistandard  TV  set,"  capa- 
ble of  receiving  any  transmission 
standard.  For  the  present,  however, 


neither  our  advisory  groups  nor  the 
voluntary  industry  organizations  have 
recommended  any  alternative  to  the 
1,125/60  international  production 
standard. 

Our  position  is  clear:  we  will  base 
our  standards  policy  on  testing  and 
evaluation  by  voluntary  industry  stand- 
ards making  organizations.  Our  ad- 
visory committee  mechanisms  will 
continue  to  evaluate  tests,  and  we  will 
formulate  policy  taking  into  account 
private-sector  recommendations,  such 
as  those  which  emerge  from  the  NTIA 
notice  of  inquiry.  Given  the  diversity  of 
U.S.  interests  and  our  strong  mar- 
ketplace traditions,  the  private  sector 
must  play  a  determinant  role. 

Activities  by  Other  Countries 

Our  diplomatic  missions  overseas  have 
been  actively  following  HDTV  develop- 
ments in  other  countries.  The  more  in- 
formation we  can  obtain  about  HDTV 
developments  abroad,  the  better  will 
be  the  chances  for  U.S.  industry  to  find 
opportunities  to  enter  these  markets. 

The  1,125/60  standard  has  the 
backing  of  the  United  States,  Canada, 
and  Japan.  Production  equipment  based 
on  this  standard  is  available  and  in  use. 
Nearly  80  television  programs  have 
been  produced  in  the  United  States, 
Canada,  Japan,  France,  West  Germany, 
Italy,  and  Spain  using  such  equipment. 
Estimates  of  Japanese  private  and  pub- 
lic entity  spending  on  HDTV  develop- 
ment since  1970  range  as  high  as  $1 
billion.  Some  estimates  of  HDTV 
spending  by  NHK,  which  receives  pub- 
lic support,  go  as  high  as  $500  million. 

Several  EC  administrations  are  ac- 
tively promoting  the  1,250  lines  and  50 
frames  per  second  standard.  The  most 
notable  activists  are  France,  the  Fed- 
eral Republic  of  Germany,  the  Nether- 
lands, the  United  Kingdom,  and 
Belgium.  At  last  January's  CCIR  meet- 
ing, Italy  requested  that  its  name  be 
removed  from  some  of  the  documents 
submitted  by  EC  administrations,  in- 
cluding the  document  containing  the 
recommendation  for  the  1,250/50  stand- 
ard. Spain  did  likewise.  Even  without  a 
consensus,  the  EC  is  engaged  in  a  well- 
organized  campaign  to  accelerate  the 
introduction  of  HDTV  in  Europe  and  to 
ensure  the  wide  use  and  sales  of  Euro- 
pean HDTV  systems  and  programs 
throughout  the  world.  Eight  EC  nations 
have  contributed  close  to  $70  million 
since  1986  for  HDTV  research  and  de- 
velopment under  a  "Eureka"  framework 
agreement  project. 


The  Soviet  Union  recently  pro- 
posed a  series  of  meetings  of  major 
broadcasters,  broadcasting  unions,  and 
television  and  motion  picture  pro- 
ducers. The  stated  purpose  was  to  de- 
vise a  series  of  tests  to  evaluate  the 
three  standards  proposed  to  the  CCIR. 
These  include  the  1,125/60  standard 
supported  by  the  United  States,  Cana- 
da, and  Japan;  the  1,250/50  standard  fa- 
vored by  some  EC  administrations;  and 
the  1,375/50  proposal  recently  tabled  by 
the  Soviet  Union  at  a  January  1989 
CCIR  meeting.  The  data  to  be  derived 
from  the  tests  will  be  provided  to  the 
CCIR.  The  tests  are  to  be  conducted  in 
Moscow  beginning  in  March  1989.  The 
U.S.  Government  was  neither  invited 
nor  does  it  intend  to  participate  in  the 
tests. 

Future  Steps 

Our  goal  remains  to  move  the  concept 
of  a  single,  worldwide  production 
standard  forward.  We  continue  to  sup- 
port the  adoption  by  the  CCIR  of  the 
1,125/60  studio  standard — the  only  one 
of  the  three  proposals  to  enjoy  wide- 
spread U.S.  industry  support.  The  next 
important  HDTV  meeting  of  the  CCIR 
is  the  extraordinary  meeting  of  Study 
Group  11  from  May  10  to  16,  1989,  in 
Geneva.  We  are  organizing  a  delegation 
of  public  and  private-sector  experts  in 
the  question  of  HDTV  production 
standards.  With  the  advice  provided 
through  our  National  CCIR  Organiza- 
tion and  other  sources,  we  are  formu- 
lating positions  on  the  various  agenda 
items  to  be  considered  at  this  impor- 
tant meeting.  A  final  Study  Group  11 
meeting  before  the  CCIR  plenary  will 
take  place  in  Geneva  from  October  9  to 
25,  1989. 

The  CCIR  plenary  assembly  will 
take  up  the  recommendations  of  Study 
Group  11  in  May  of  next  year.  We  hope 
that  the  CCIR  plenary  will  have  the  op- 
portunity to  adopt  a  worldwide  produc- 
tion standard.  Regardless  of  whether 
the  results  of  Study  Group  11  permit 
such  consideration,  we  will  work  both 
through  the  ITU  and  bilaterally  to  pro- 
mote adoption  of  a  worldwide  standard 
that  will  further  U.S.  interests. 

While  the  CCIR  has  only  been 
marginally  involved  so  far  in  the  ques- 
tion of  HDTV  transmission  standards, 
we  expect  work  in  this  area  will  in- 
crease significantly  in  the  future.  In 
the  meantime,  we  will  continue  to  mon- 
itor ongoing  CCIR  work  in  transmis- 
sion standards  and  testing  worldwide  of 
competing  systems.  As  we  await  a  FCC 
determination  of  a  U.S.  HDTV  trans- 
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mission  standard,  we  will,  as  part  of 
the  interagency  process,  offer  our  anal- 
ysis of  the  foreign  policy  implications  of 
the  standard  to  be  adopted.  I  should 
note  that  the  establishment  of  unique 
U.S.  or  North  American  transmission 
standards  would  not  necessarily  preju- 
dice U.S.  leadership  in  worldwide  pro- 
duction of  HDTV  video  programming 
and  films.  It  is  not  critical  for  economy 
or  efficiency  that  production  and  trans- 
mission standards  be  identical. 

We  are  prepared  to  work  bilat- 
erally and  multilaterally  to  promote 
U.S.  interests  through  both  transmis- 
sion and  production  standards.  In  con- 
junction with  other  U.S.  Government 
agencies,  for  instance,  we  will  take  ap- 
propriate measures  to  discourage  the 
use  of  HDTV  transmission  and  produc- 
tion standards  as  barriers  to  the  entry 
of  U.S.  manufactured  products  and 
programs. 

Conclusion 

In  conclusion,  let  me  summarize  the 
major  points  I  would  like  to  emphasize 
for  the  subcommittee. 

First,  adoption  of  a  single,  world- 
wide HDTV  production  standard  by 
member  countries  of  the  ITU  is  highly 
important  for  U.S.  interests. 

Second,  the  U.S.  Government  re- 
lies heavily  on  the  private  sector  for 
recommendations  on  international 
standards,  and  our  proposal  for  an  in- 
ternational HDTV  production  standard 
has  closely  paralleled  the  industry 
consensus. 

Third,  although  the  U.S.  proposal 
for  an  1,125/60  world  production  stand- 
ard has  received  a  setback  in  the 
CCIR,  incremental  progress  is  being 
made  which  has  already  narrowed  con- 
siderably the  parameters  in  dispute. 

Fourth,  the  HDTV  environment  is 
in  a  state  of  rapid  evolution.  Technology 
is  advancing,  and  governments  and 
private-sector  groups  around  the  world 
are  rethinking  their  policies  on  both 
production  and  transmission  standards. 
In  this  dynamic  situation,  the  State  De- 
partment will  continue  to  work  with 
U.S.  industry  and  other  government 
agencies  to  ensure  that  our  policies  re- 
flect the  best  judgment  of  all  relevant 
groups. 

Fifth,  the  Administration  will  be 
reviewing  the  production  standard  is- 
sue as  part  of  an  overall  review  of  ad- 
vanced television  policy. 


Our  efforts  on  HDTV  production 
and  transmission  standards  clearly  will 
impact  upon  U.S.  leadership  in  the  pro- 
duction of  video  programming  and 
films,  as  well  as  our  position  in  con- 
sumer electronics.  In  this  regard,  I  am 
pleased  to  note  the  announcement  that 
AT&T  [American  Telephone  and  Tele- 
graph Company]  and  Zenith  are  consid- 
ering a  joint  venture  to  develop  a 
prototype  HDTV  set.  This  announce- 
ment is  evidence  that  significant  U.S. 


companies  are  willing  to  collaborate 
and  commit  money  to  this  new 
technology. 

Once  again,  I  commend  the  sub- 
committee for  its  foresight  in  convok- 
ing these  very  timely  hearings,  which 
should  help  U.S.  industry  and  govern- 
ment chart  a  course  for  the  future. 


irrhe  complete  transcript  of  the  hear- 
ings will  be  published  by  the  committee  and 
will  be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Of- 
fice, Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 


U.S.  International  Activities 
in  Science  and  Technology 


MESSAGE  TO  THE  CONGRESS, 
APR.  5,  19891 

In  accordance  with  Title  V  of  the  Foreign 
Relations  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year 
1979  (Public  Law  95-426),  I  am  transmitting 
the  annual  report  on  international  activities 
in  science  and  technology  (S&T)  for  Fiscal 
Year  1988. 

I  firmly  believe  that  the  economic  ad- 
vances of  the  21st  century  are  rooted  in  the 
research  and  development  (R&D)  performed 
in  laboratories  around  the  world  today.  Inno- 
vation and  dedication  of  resources  and  peo- 
ple, both  public  and  private,  to  scientific  and 
technological  advances  are  essential  to  eco- 
nomic progress.  Our  future  well-being  as  a 
nation  is  dependent  upon  the  continuous 
transfer  of  technology  from  basic  science 
into  commercial  goods  and  services. 

Over  the  past  5  years,  this  concept — the 
linkage  of  our  science  and  technology  enter- 
prise to  our  future  global  competitiveness — 
has  become  a  dominant  theme  in  the  United 
States.  Because  of  this  linkage,  some  have 
challenged  our  historical  subscription  to  an 
open,  unimpeded  R&D  system,  claiming 
that  such  a  system  transfers  valuable  R&D 
results  to  other  countries  for  commercializa- 
tion and  eventual  sale  in  the  United  States. 
I,  and  President  Reagan  before  me,  believe 
that  the  United  States  benefits,  and  our 
global  competitive  position  is  improved,  by 
international  cooperation  in  research  and 
development  based  on  balance,  reciprocity, 
and  comparable  access.  We  have  actively 
promoted  this  policy  through  multilateral 
fora  and  bilaterally  with  our  trading  part- 
ners and  advanced  developing  countries. 

For  example,  a  major  accomplishment  of 
FY  1988  was  winning  multilateral  endorse- 
ment for  key  themes  of  President  Reagan's 
Executive  Order  No.  12591  of  April  10,  1987, 
on  "Facilitating  Access  to  Science  and  Tech- 
nology." At  the  Ministerial  Meeting  of  the 
Organization  for  Economic  Cooperation  and 
Development  (OECD)  in  Paris  in  May  1988, 
the  ministers  endorsed  a  new  framework  of 


common  principles  for  international  S&T  co- 
operation, originally  introduced  by  the 
President's  Science  Adviser,  Dr.  William  R. 
Graham.  The  framework  endorses  adequate 
investment  and  excellence  in  basic  sciences; 
reciprocity  and  balanced  access  as  a  solid 
foundation  for  science  and  technology  coop- 
eration; improved  universal  protection  of 
intellectual  property  rights  (IPR);  and 
effective  protection  of  sensitive  knowledge. 
I  am  convinced  that  the  new  OECD  frame- 
work establishes  a  firm,  future-oriented 
foundation  for  sustainable  cooperation  in  sci- 
ence and  technology. 

On  the  bilateral  front,  under  the  guid- 
ance of  the  Economic  Policy  Council,  the  Ad- 
ministration developed  a  coordinated  policy 
to  reshape  our  S&T  relationship  with  Japan 
based  on  the  principles  of  shared  respon- 
sibilities, equitable  contributions,  adequate 
protection  and  fair  disposition  of  intellectual 
property  rights,  acknowledged  security 
obligations,  and  comparable  access  to 
government-sponsored  and  -supported  R&D 
facilities  and  programs.  The  culmination  of 
this  effort  came  in  Toronto  in  June  1988, 
when  President  Reagan  and  Prime  Minister 
Takeshita  signed  the  new  umbrella  S&T 
Agreement.  We  view  this  as  a  model  agree- 
ment and  now  are  incorporating  its  princi- 
ples into  all  our  science  and  technology 
bilateral  agreements. 

Maintenance  of  our  global  competitive- 
ness requires  adequate  and  effective  protec- 
tion and  equitable  allocation  of  intellectual 
property  rights.  The  commercial  develop- 
ment of  a  new  technology  requires  large  in- 
vestments of  time,  money,  and  talent. 
Continued  investments  in  research  and  de- 
velopment require  the  ability  to  derive  eco- 
nomic benefits  from  the  new  technology. 
Therefore,  in  FY  1988,  we  initiated  numer- 
ous bilateral  and  multilateral  dialogues  on 
the  benefits  accruing  to  all  partners  from 
effective  protection  and  equitable  disposi- 
tion of  IPR. 

With  the  view  that  balanced  and  re- 
ciprocal cooperation  in  S&T  benefits  the 
United  States  and  the  world  at  large,  at  the 
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December  1987  Washington  Summit,  Presi- 
dent Reagan  and  General  Secretary  Gor- 
bachev agreed  to  further  cooperation  in  the 
areas  of  transportation,  global  climate 
change,  ocean  studies,  and  nuclear  reactor 
safety,  as  well  as  to  continue  a  multilateral 
conceptual  design  effort  in  thermonuclear 
fusion.  As  a  result,  in  April  1988,  we  signed 
a  protocol  with  the  Soviets  on  cooperation  in 
maintaining  the  safety  of  civilian  reactors. 
This  agreement,  which  was  stimulated  by 
Chernobyl,  covers  the  design  and  operation, 
health,  environmental,  and  regulatory  as- 
pects of  the  reactor  safety  problem.  In  addi- 
tion, in  January  1989,  we  signed  a  U.S.- 
USSR  Framework  Agreement  for  Coopera- 
tion in  Basic  Scientific  Research,  which  is 
serving  as  the  model  for  other  U.S. -USSR 
agreements  to  ensure  policy  consistency 
among  all  our  extensive  interactions  with 
the  Soviets  in  science  and  technology. 

Sustainable  international  cooperation  in 
science  and  technology  is  good  for  the  Na- 
tion, particularly  when  projects  that  are  in 
the  national  interest  are  enhanced  by  or  in- 
trinsically require  multilateral  effort.  Ex- 
amples are  the  Space  Station  Freedom,  the 
superconductor  super  collider  (SSC),  AIDS 
[acquired  immune  defficiency  syndrome]  re- 
search, and  global  climate  change. 

In  December  1987,  the  Secretary  of  En- 
ergy invited  our  major  allies  to  contribute 
to  building  the  world's  most  advanced  high- 
energy  particle  accelerator,  the  SSC,  and  to 
participate  in  its  utilization.  We  now  look 
forward  to  extensive  collaboration  in  the 
project. 

In  September  1988,  a  final  agreement 
was  signed  among  the  United  States,  mem- 
ber states  of  the  European  Space  Agency 
(ESA),  and  the  Governments  of  Japan  and 
Canada  on  the  Space  Station  Freedom's  de- 
sign, development,  and  operation. 

AIDS  is  a  major  worldwide  public  health 
concern.  The  United  States  Government, 
particularly  the  Agency  for  International 
Development  and  the  Public  Health  Service, 
is  engaged  in  a  substantial  international 
program  working  with  the  World  Health  Or- 
ganization and  others  to  develop  national 
plans  to  combat  AIDS  and  to  utilize  re- 
search findings  and  technologies  as  they  be- 
come available. 

The  policy  question  of  human  impact  on 
the  global  environment  in  the  past  few  years 
has  moved  out  of  the  confines  of  scientific 
papers  and  conferences  to  become  a  front- 
page issue.  Recent  events,  such  as  the  1985 
discovery  of  the  Antarctic  "ozone  hole"  and 
the  1988  North  American  drought,  have  cre- 
ated much  debate  regarding  the  relative 
contributions  of  human-induced  and  natural 
processes  on  global  climatic  and  environ- 
mental change.  Bearing  these  concerns  in 
mind,  in  April  1988,  the  United  States  rat- 
ified the  Montreal  Protocol  on  Substances 
that  Deplete  the  Ozone  Layer,  which  pro- 
vides for  reductions  in  production  and  con- 
sumption of  principal  ozone-depleting 
chemicals. 

Significant  uncertainties  remain  about 
the  magnitude,  timing,  and  regional  impacts 
of  global  climate  change.  During  FY  1988, 


the  United  States  has  made  major  contribu- 
tions to  international  plans  to  reduce  those 
uncertainties.  The  FCCSET  [Federal  Coor- 
dinating Council  on  Science,  Engineering, 
and  Technology]  Committee  on  Earth  Sci- 
ences prepared  a  strategy  for  the  U.S.  Global 
Change  Research  Program,  which  I  have  en- 
dorsed. Prepared  in  close  collaboration  with 
other  national  and  international  planning 
groups  and  activities,  the  U.S.  research 
strategy  calls  for  an  integrated  approach  in 
partnership  with  international  organizations 
such  as  the  World  Meteorological  Organiza- 
tion, the  United  Nations  Environment  Pro- 
gramme, and  the  International  Council  of 
Scientific  Unions.  The  Intergovernmental 
Panel  on  Climate  Change  launched  its  multi- 
lateral effort  in  November  1988  with  U.S. 
participation  and  support. 

Believing  that  the  R&D  today  is  the 
goods  and  services  of  tomorrow,  and  believ- 
ing that  further  discoveries  in  supercon- 
ductivity hold  enormous  potential  for 
applications,  President  Reagan  signed  into 
law  on  November  19,  1988,  the  "National  Su- 
perconductivity and  Competitiveness  Act  of 
1988,"  which  establishes  a  framework  for  a 
national  program  in  superconductivity.  He 
also  named  a  National  Commission  on  Su- 
perconductivity to  provide  guidance  over 
the  long  term,  as  the  real  benefits  from  su- 
perconductivity may  take  years  or  decades 
to  fully  realize.  Our  goal  as  a  nation  is  to 
lead  the  world  in  superconductivity  R&D 
and  in  translating  this  new  technology  into 
useful  products. 

Strong  U.S.  involvement  in  international 
S&T  requires  excellence  in  the  administra- 
tion and  implementation  of  our  S&T  policies 
around  the  world.  Therefore,  in  response  to 
President  Reagan's  Executive  Order  No. 


12591  of  April  10,  1987,  the  Department  of 
State  has  sought  to  strengthen  the  technical 
expertise  of  its  S&T  officer  corps  by  inten- 
sified recruitment  from  United  States  Gov- 
ernment technical  agencies,  academia,  and 
industry,  and  has  recently  established  a  spe- 
cific career  track  for  S&T  officers.  In  ad- 
dition, the  Department  of  State,  in 
cooperation  with  the  National  Science  Foun- 
dation and  the  Department  of  Commerce, 
initiated  the  S&T  Reporting  and  Informa- 
tion Dissemination  Enhancement  Project 
(STRIDE)  in  order  to  improve  international 
scientific  reporting. 

As  President,  I  intend  to  continue  to 
build  on  the  solid  foundation  in  science  and 
technology  laid  by  President  Reagan  and  his 
Administration.  I  believe  that  sustainable 
cooperation  in  science  and  technology  is 
good  for  America  and  good  for  the  world. 
Therefore,  as  the  technology  gap  narrows, 
as  internationalization  of  scientific  and  tech- 
nological progress  becomes  the  accepted 
norm,  we  must  be  concerned  that  the  com- 
petitive drive  for  technological  leadership 
not  lead  to  protectionism  in  science,  even  as 
we  are  removing  barriers  to  free  and  open 
trade.  The  challenge  facing  us  in  the  years 
ahead  is  how  to  maintain  and  expand  an 
open,  mutually  beneficial  world  system  of 
exchange  and  cooperation  in  science  and 
technology  without  undercutting  our  na- 
tional competitiveness  or  jeopardizing  our 
security  interests  and  responsibilities.  Ar- 
ticulating and  responding  to  that  challenge 
is  a  high  priority  of  my  Administration. 

George  Bush 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  Apr.  10,  1989.  ■ 


FY  1990  Security  Assistance  Request 


by  H.  Allen  Holmes 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Arms  Control,  International  Secu- 
rity, and  Science  of  the  House  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee  on  March  8,  1989. 
Ambassador  Holmes  is  Assistant  Sec- 
retary for  Politico-Military  Affairs.1 

It  is  a  pleasure  for  me  to  appear  before 
you  to  present  the  Administration's 
proposed  security  assistance  program 
for  fiscal  year  (FY)  1990.  This  is  a  very 
propitious  moment  to  be  discussing 
these  issues.  The  task  force  created  by 
you,  Mr.  Chairman  [Dante  B.  Fascell], 
has  recently  presented  its  report  on  the 
overall  foreign  assistance  program.  As 
Secretary  Baker  noted  in  his  hearing 


before  the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee, 
we  think  the  Hamilton-Gilman  task 
force  report  is  a  very  good  piece  of 
work.  We  are  currently  in  the  final 
stages  of  preparing  our  own  package  of 
legislative  initiatives;  we  look  forward 
to  working  with  the  Congress  in  shap- 
ing legislation  that  best  serves  our 
national  interests. 

In  this  regard,  the  President  has 
instructed  the  National  Security  Coun- 
cil (NSC)  to  review  the  range  of  foreign 
policy  and  national  security  challenges 
facing  the  nation.  The  NSC  will  recom- 
mend to  the  President,  within  90  days, 
options  for  U.S.  policy  designed  to  help 
shape  events  in  furtherance  of  U.S. 
goals  and  ideals.  These  policy  reviews 
are  underway. 
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Basic  Purposes  for 
Security  Assistance 

Today,  I  suggest  that  we  begin  by  ex- 
amining the  basic  purposes  of  security 
assistance.  Security  assistance  is  an 
instrument  of  our  foreign  and  national 
security  policy.  Military  assistance — 
FMS  [foreign  military  sales]  financing, 
IMET  [international  military  education 
and  training],  and  MAP  [military  as- 
sistance program]  general  costs — 
and  economic  support  funds  (ESF)  pro- 
mote U.S.  interests  by  pursuing  a 
number  of  mutually  reinforcing  goals. 
These  include: 

•  Enhancing  the  ability  of  U.S.  se- 
curity partners  to  deter  and  defend 
against  aggression  and  instability; 

•  Maintaining  the  cohesion  and 
strength  of  our  alliances; 

•  Developing  sound  military-to- 
military  relations  that  support  our  dip- 
lomatic strategy  and  enhance  U.S. 
influence  and  prestige; 

•  Promoting  regional  stability; 

•  Contributing  to  our  access  to  mil- 
itary bases  and  facilities  abroad,  there- 
by maintaining  the  strategic  mobility 
of  U.S.  forces; 

•  Strengthening  the  economies  of 
key  countries  that  are  attempting  to 
adjust  to  heavy  debt,  depressed  com- 
modity export  prices,  and  startling 
changes  in  the  global  economic  environ- 
ment; and 

•  Providing  support  for  emerging 
democracies  while  defending  existing 
democratic  institutions  and  values  in 
other  countries. 

Since  the  end  of  World  War  II, 
security  assistance  has  been  a  key 
component  of  our  global  strategy  of  de- 
terrence, collective  security,  and  for- 
ward defense.  As  challenges  and 
threats  have  shifted,  so  has  the  focus  of 
the  security  assistance  program.  At 
present,  of  course,  major  elements  of 
the  program  are  its  support  for  the 
Middle  East  peace  process  and  its  aid 
to  alliance  partners,  most  of  which  also 
provide  us  with  access  to  military  facil- 
ities in  their  countries.  But  security 
assistance  also  continues  to  underwrite 
U.S.  commitments  and  support  impor- 
tant U.S.  interests  in  a  variety  of 
nations  throughout  all  geographic  re- 
gions, responding  to  an  ever-changing 
world  environment. 

Aiding  foreign  countries  to  defend 
themselves — and  to  counter  domestic 
threats  from  guerrillas  and  narcotics 
traffickers — contributes  dramatically 


to  our  own  security.  At  the  same  time, 
it  is  more  effective — and  less  costly  in 
the  long  term — than  using  U.S.  mili- 
tary personnel  for  the  same  purposes. 
Assisting  America's  friends  and  allies 
to  defend  themselves  is  a  highly  effi- 
cient use  of  resources.  To  equal  the  mil- 
itary effect  of  friends  and  allies  who 
are  "on  the  scene,"  we  would  have  to 
spend  much  more  on  U.S.  force  struc- 
ture, mobility,  and  logistics. 

At  a  time  of  strained  budgets,  se- 
curity assistance  becomes  even  more 
important.  In  the  future,  the  United 
States  will  be  relying  ever  more  on 
friends  and  allies  around  the  world  to 
share  the  common  defense  burden.  Se- 
curity assistance  will  remain  a  major 
tool  for  encouraging  and  enabling  them 
to  do  so. 

But  security  assistance  is  not  a 
philanthropic  effort.  It  has  a  beneficial 
domestic  impact,  such  as  jobs  for  Amer- 
icans and  support  of  exports  which  ben- 
efit the  U.S.  economy.  Investment 
opportunities  and  access  to  raw  mate- 
rials are  additional  benefits  of  the  secu- 
rity assistance  program.  Also,  it  makes 
possible  economies  of  scale  in  procure- 
ment for  the  U.S.  Armed  Forces  (such 
as  longer  production  runs)  which  con- 
vey both  military  and  economic  bene- 
fits. Above  all,  security  assistance  is  a 
wise  investment  in  our  overall  national 
security  and  well-being. 

Responses  to  Past 
Funding  Reductions 

However,  the  U.S.  security  assistance 
program  has  suffered  a  series  of  steady 
and  deep  cuts  in  aggregate  funding  lev- 
els over  the  last  several  years,  begin- 
ning in  the  mid-1980s.  Since  1985, 
security  assistance  has  been  cut  in  the 
aggregate  by  33%.  Along  with  this  re- 
duction in  funding  has  been  an  increas- 
ing tendency  to  earmark  funds  for 
particular  countries.  In  FY  1989,  98% 
of  ESF  and  94%  of  military  aid  were 
earmarked.  This  continued  a  trend  of 
increased  earmarking  underway  since 
the  mid-1980s,  when  only  about  50%  of 
security  assistance  funds  were  ear- 
marked. Reduction  of  earmarking  is 
one  of  the  recommendations  of  the 
Hamilton-Gilman  report — a  proposal 
we  wholeheartedly  support. 

Regrettably,  reduced  funding  for 
security  assistance  programs,  together 
with  congressional  earmarking,  has 
forced  us  to  terminate  or  underfund 
many  unprotected  programs.  The  re- 
sults have  been  felt  most  acutely  in  Af- 


rica and  Latin  America.  Overall,  the 
Administration's  flexibility  in  using 
scarce  resources  to  meet  foreign  policy 
priorities  has  been  greatly  reduced. 

In  response  to  pressures  to  reduce 
the  budget,  the  Admministration  in  re- 
cent years  has  presented  smaller,  more 
austere  security  assistance  budgets 
and  worked  with  foreign  nations  to  plan 
activities  more  carefully  while  seeking 
from  Congress  greater  flexibility  in  or- 
der to  increase  program  impact.  Con- 
gress has  responded  by  improving  the 
financial  and  repayment  terms  of  secu- 
rity assistance  programs.  ESF,  which 
previously  included  loans,  has  recently 
been  made  an  all-grant  program,  while 
FMS  has  been  provided  either  at  con- 
cessional rates  of  interest  or  as  grants. 

Funding  Requests  and 
Legislative  Proposals 

The  Administration's  FY  1990  budget 
request  for  the  security  assistance  pro- 
gram is  the  product  of  careful  analysis. 
It  represents  an  effort  to  define  clear 
priorities  in  the  face  of  limited  fund- 
ing. We  are  focusing  on  a  few  areas  of 
priority  policy  concern.  At  the  same 
time,  our  request  maintains  the  overall 
balance  in  foreign  assistance  between 
military  and  economic  aid  programs, 
with  approximately  65%  for  economic 
and  35%  for  military  aid. 

ESF  would  be  increased  by  less 
than  3%  and  military  assistance  by  7% 
over  FY  1989  allocation  levels.  FY  1990 
levels  for  Israel  and  Egypt  would  re- 
main the  same,  encompassing  approx- 
imately 60%  of  funding,  in  furtherance 
of  Middle  East  peace  and  stability. 

At  $5.1  billion  ($5  billion  in  FMS 
financing,  $40.4  million  for  MAP  gen- 
eral costs,  and  $54.5  million  for  IMET), 
our  FY  1990  military  assistance  bud- 
get request  represents  only  a  modest 
increase  over  last  year's  $4.9  billion  re- 
quest, of  which  Congress  appropriated 
$4.7  billion.  ESF  fared  better  last  year, 
suffering  a  cut  of  only  $22.5  million. 
This  year's  budget  proposes  a  modest 
increase  in  ESF,  to  $3.3  billion,  from 
last  year's  $3.2  billion  request. 
In  addition,  we  seek  a  small  $7.1  mil- 
lion increase  for  the  valuable  IMET 
program. 

Our  proposed  increase  for  military 
sales  financing — a  total  of  $328  million 
over  FY  1989  actual  appropriations — 
includes  funding  for  programs  we  have 
had  to  curtail  or  cut  back  severely  over 
the  last  several  years.  Examples 
include: 
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•  $75  million  more  for  the  Philip- 
pines, to  enhance  the  Philippine 
counterinsurgency  effort  and  to 
accommodate  the  annual  $200  million 
best-efforts  commitment  under  the 
base  rights  extension  agreement; 

•  $50  million  more  for  Turkey, 
where  resources  have  been  insufficient 
for  needed  armed  forces  modernization; 

•  $38  million  more  for  Jordan,  a  key 
country  with  major  needs,  which  re- 
ceived only  $10  million  in  FY  1989; 

•  $25  million  more  for  Portugal, 
which  affords  us  critical  base  rights,  to 
support  needed  modernization; 

•  $23  million  more  for  Thailand, 
the  only  U.S.  treaty  ally  on  the  South- 
east Asian  mainland,  a  country  which 
is  turning  to  other  military  suppliers 
for  lack  of  adequate  U.S.  financing; 

•  $21  million  more  to  fight  the 
drug  war  in  Latin  America  and  the 
Caribbean; 

•  $20  million  more  for  Honduras, 
where  needed  ground  forces  improve- 
ments have  been  deferred  to  permit 
funding  of  the  priority  F-5  air  defense 
program;  and 

•  $12  million  more  for  El  Salvador, 
to  bring  that  country  back  to  the  level 
needed  to  sustain  its  military  effort. 

In  addition,  the  request  includes  an 
increase  of  $48  million  for  African 
countries,  where  our  emphasis  is  on 
promoting  professionalism  among  that 
region's  militaries  and  developing 
military-to-military  liaison  channels. 
In  Latin  America,  we  seek  an  addition- 
al $10  million,  largely  to  continue  our 
support  for  emerging  democracies 
there.  These  increases  in  military  aid, 
however,  form  only  a  small  portion  of 
overall  country  programs  in  Latin 
America  (16.7%)  and  an  even  smaller 
proportion  in  Africa  (9.4%).  The  em- 
phasis in  those  areas  remains  on  eco- 
nomic assistance;  our  military  aid  is 
limited  to  the  minimum  necessary  for 
support  of  essential  U.S.  security 
interests. 

The  FY  1990  security  assistance 
request  seeks  authority  to  provide  all 
FMS  financing  on  a  nonrepayable  basis, 
to  further  increase  the  quality  of  U.S. 
assistance  and  reduce  the  debt  burden 
of  military  aid  recipients.  As  you  are 
aware,  a  number  of  key  U.S.  friends 
and  allies  received  assistance  in  the 
form  of  high-interest  rate  loans  in  the 
late  1970s  and  early  1980s;  repayment 


of  these  loans  has  imposed  a  heavy  and 
growing  burden  on  these  countries. 
The  Administration,  with  the  support 
of  Congress,  has  moved  in  recent  years 
to  cease  adding  to  this  burden  by  pro- 
viding most  FMS  financing  in  the  form 
of  forgiven  funding,  which  does  not  re- 
quire repayment. 

The  Administration  is  also  sensi- 
tive to  congressional  concern  over  the 
uses  to  which  nonrepayable  FMS  fund- 
ing might  be  put  in  some  nations.  You 
should  be  aware  that  only  those  coun- 
tries which  previously  received  FMS 
credits  would  be  permitted  to  use  FMS 
financing  for  commercial  purchases. 
Thus,  many  countries  will  continue  to 
have  their  military  assistance  cases 
processed  entirely  through  the  highly 
professional  FMS  case  management 
system  administered  by  DSAA  [De- 
fense Security  Assistance  Agency]  and 
the  military  services. 

The  Administration  will  soon  pre- 
sent its  own  foreign  aid  authorization 
bill  on  security  assistance  and  related 
issues.  The  purpose  of  this  legislation, 
in  large  measure,  is  to  seek  greater 
flexibility  for  the  executive  branch  to 
best  serve  our  foreign  policy  and  na- 
tional security  interests  at  a  time  of  se- 
vere resource  constraints.  Among  the 
substantive  proposals  we  are  consider- 
ing in  that  bill  are: 

•  A  "fair  pricing"  proposal,  build- 
ing upon  last  year's  legislation  bene- 
fiting Israel  and  Egypt,  to  stretch 
scarce  assistance  resources  and  bolster 
U.S.  competitiveness  by  relieving  all 
FMS  customers  of  charges  for  various 
fixed  and  sunken  costs  incurred  by  the 
Department  of  Defense; 

•  An  extension  of  authority  for  the 
NATO  southern  region  amendment; 
and 

•  Authorization  for  limited 
amounts  of  excess  defense  articles 

to  be  granted  to  Western  Hemisphere 
military  and  law  enforcement  units, 
primarily  for  the  purpose  of  their  ac- 
tive participation  in  antinarcotics 
programs. 


Conclusion 

In  conclusion,  I  wish  to  emphasize  a 
point  which  I  made  at  the  beginning  of 
my  testimony.  U.S.  security  assistance 
continues  to  play  a  vital  role  within  the 
overall  context  of  U.S.  foreign  and  na- 
tional security  policy.  Despite  the  posi- 
tive international  trends  over  the  past 
year,  dangers  and  uncertainities  con- 
front a  number  of  countries  of  impor- 
tance to  us.  Key  U.S.  friends  and  allies 
throughout  the  world  must  continue  to 
rely  on  us  to  provide  essential  assis- 
tance to  preserve  their  freedom.  The 
United  States  must  continue  to  be  seen 
as  a  reliable  security  partner  to  these 
nations,  if  it  is  to  retain  their  trust  and 
cooperation. 

A  continuation  of  the  trend  toward 
sharply  lower  and  more  politically  con- 
strained aid  programs  could  threaten 
U.S.  access  and  influence  in  many  key 
regions  over  the  coming  years,  imply- 
ing a  tacit  retreat  from  U.S.  global 
interests  and  responsibilities  and  con- 
straining U.S.  force  projection  around 
the  world.  By  contrast,  the  resource  re- 
quirements to  adequately  fund  these 
programs  remain  extraordinarily  mod- 
est. A  margin  of  a  few  hundred  million 
dollars  can  make  the  difference  be- 
tween an  efficient  and  effective  foreign 
policy  and  one  which  must  struggle  at 
the  margins  to  defend  U.S.  interests. 
It  is  up  to  us  to  supply  the  needed  re- 
sources, as  and  where  necessary,  to 
help  partners  and  allies  to  defend 
themselves  against  overt  aggression, 
low-intensity  conflicts,  and  the  ever- 
growing threats  from  narcotics  traf- 
ficking and  terrorism.  In  this  endeavor, 
we  need  your  help  to  obtain  more  con- 
sistent and  flexibile  assistance  fund- 
ing, so  that  the  security  of  the  United 
States  can  continue  to  be  ensured 
against  the  multiple  threats  which  face 
us  now  and  surely  will  face  us  in  the 
years  ahead. 


'The  complete  transcript  of  the  hear- 
ings will  be  published  by  the  committee  and 
will  be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Of- 
fice, Washington,  D.C.  20402.  ■ 
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U.S.  Support  for  Democracy 
and  Peace  in  Central  America 


INTRODUCTION 

At  a  White  House  news  briefing  on 
March  24,  1989,  President  George  Bush 
and  Secretary  of  State  James  A.  Baker, 
III,  along  with  House  Speaker  James 
Wright,  Senate  Majority  Leader  Geor- 
ge Mitchell,  Senate  Minority  Leader 
Robert  Dole,  House  Majority  Leader 
Thomas  Foley,  and  House  Minority 
Leader  Robert  Michel,  announced  a  bi- 
partisan accord  articulating  U.S.  sup- 
port for  peace,  security,  and  the 
process  of  continued  democratization 
throughout  Central  America.  The 
agreement  also  calls  for  the  establish- 
ment of  open,  representative  govern- 
ment in  Nicaragua;  an  end  to 
Nicaraguan  assistance  to  subversive 
groups  in  neighboring  countries;  and  a 
halt  to  Soviet-bloc  military  aid  that  im- 
pinges on  U.S.  and  regional  security. 

The  accord  parallels  regional  efforts 
crafted  by  the  five  Central  American 
presidents,  including  the  August  7,  1987, 
Central  American  Peace  Plan  (Es- 
quipulas  II)  authored  by  Costa  Rican 
President  Oscar  Arias,1  and  the  joint 
declarations  of  the  Central  American 
presidents  in  their  meetings  at  San 
Jose,  Costa  Rica,  on  January  16,  1988, 
and  at  El  Tesoro,  El  Salvador,  on  Febru- 
ary 14,  1989.  Aside  from  promoting  a 
durable  regional  peace  and  political  re- 
form, these  initiatives  sought  to  encour- 
age democratization  in  Nicaragua  and, 
at  the  same  time,  promote  a  voluntary 
repatriation  of  rebel  forces  in  Central 
America  under  safe,  democratic 
conditions. 

The  U.S.  bipartisan  accord  is  in- 
tended to  complement  these  regional  ef- 
forts, in  part  by  providing  humanitarian 
aid  to  the  Nicaraguan  Resistance  while 
the  process  of  democratization  in 
Nicaragua  has  a  renewed  opportunity  to 
move  forward. 


With  members  of  the  congressional  leadership,  President  Bush  announced  the  Biparti- 
san Accord  on  Central  America  on  March  24, 1989.  With  him  (left  to  right)  were  House 
Majority  Leader  Thomas  S.  Foley,  Senate  Majority  Leader  George  J.  Mitchell,  House  Re- 
publican Leader  Robert  H.  Michel,  Secretary  of  State  Baker,  Senate  Republican  Leader 
Robert  Dole,  and  Speaker  of  the  House  James  C.  Wright,  Jr. 


PRESIDENT  BUSH, 
MAR.  24,  19892 

The  president  of  a  Central  American 
democracy  was  asked  recently  what  is 
the  most  important  step  the  United 
States  can  take.  He  said,  "Speak  with 
one  voice."  Today,  for  the  first  time  in 
many  years,  the  President  and  Con- 
gress, the  Democratic  and  Republican 
leadership  in  the  House  and  Senate, 
are  speaking  with  one  voice  about 
Central  America. 

In  my  inaugural  address  I  reached 
out  my  hand  to  the  leadership  of  Con- 
gress in  both  parties  asking  them  to 
join  with  me  to  rebuild  a  bipartisan  for- 
eign policy  based  on  trust  and  common 
purpose.  Today,  I  am  gratified  that  the 
Speaker  and  the  Majority  and  Minority 
Leaders  of  the  Senate  and  House  have 
extended  their  hands  back  to  me. 

We  have  signed  today  together  a 
Bipartisan  Accord  on  Central  America. 
It  sets  out  the  broad  outlines  of  U.S. 
policy  toward  that  troubled  region  and 
commits  both  the  executive  and  Con- 
gress to  work  together  to  achieve  it. 

The  goals  we  seek  are  the  goals 
which  the  people  of  Central  America 
yearn  for:  democracy,  security,  and 


peace.  Those  are  the  pledges  made  by 
the  Central  American  Presidents  in  the 
Esquipulas  II  accord.  That  agreement 
is  an  integrated  whole:  all  of  its  provi- 
sions must  move  forward  together  if 
any  of  them  is  to  be  fulfilled.  Our  chal- 
lenge now  is  to  turn  those  promises 
into  concrete  realities  on  the  ground. 

The  only  way  we  can  meet  that 
challenge  is  if  Latin  democratic  leaders 
and  the  United  States  work  together, 
with  the  support  of  our  European 
friends  and  allies,  as  true  partners 
with  candor  and  mutual  respect.  I  be- 
lieve Latin  leaders  are  asking  for  that 
kind  of  relationship  as  we  confront  to- 
gether the  many  challenges  facing  our 
hemisphere.  As  President,  I  pledge  the 
United  States  is  ready  to  respond. 

Under  this  Central  America  agree- 
ment, insurgent  forces  have  the  right 
to  reintegrate  into  their  homeland  un- 
der safe,  democratic  conditions  with 
full  civil  and  political  rights.  That  is 
the  desire  of  the  Nicaraguan  Resis- 
tance. It  is  what  they  are  fighting  for. 
We  hope  and  believe  it  can  be  achieved 
through  a  concerted  diplomatic  effort 
to  enforce  this  regional  agreement. 

To  achieve  these  goals  the  biparti- 
san leadership  of  Congress  has  agreed 
to  support  my  request  for  continued 
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humanitarian  assistance  to  the  Nicara- 
guan  Resistance  through  the  elec- 
tions scheduled  in  Nicaragua  for  Febru- 
ary 28,  1990. 

There  will  be  extensive  consulta- 
tions and  review  with  respect  to  these 
funds  effective  November  30,  1989,  by 
the  bipartisan  leadership  and  relevant 
committees.  However,  I  have  been 
assured  that  the  leadership  in  both 
Houses  supports  the  extension  of  this 
assistance  through  the  Nicaraguan 
elections,  barring  unforeseen 
circumstances. 

There  is  no  shortcut  to  democracy; 
no  quick  fix.  The  next  weeks  and 
months  will  demand  patience  and  per- 
severance by  the  democratic  commu- 
nity and  the  hard,  technical  work 
of  ensuring  compliance  with  the 
Esquipulas  accord.  The  United  States 
will  work  in  good  faith  to  support  that 
kind  of  diplomatic  effort,  but  we  will 
not  support  a  paper  agreement  that 
sells  out  the  Nicaraguan  people's  right 
to  be  free. 

We  do  not  claim  the  right  to  order 
the  politics  of  that  country.  This  is  for 
the  people  of  Nicaragua  to  decide.  We 
support  what  the  Esquipulas  accord  re- 
quires: free,  open,  political  processes 
in  which  all  groups  can  fairly  and  safe- 
ly compete  for  political  leadership. 
That  means  the  playing  field  must  be 
level;  all,  including  the  current  govern- 
ment, must  respect  the  majority's  deci- 
sion in  the  end,  and  the  losers  must  also 
retain  the  political  rights  to  operate  as 
a  legal  opposition  and  contest  again  for 
political  authority  in  the  next  recur- 
ring election  contest. 

The  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  San- 
dinista  government  to  do  something  it 
has  steadfastly  refused  to  do  from  1979 
to  1989:  to  keep  its  promises  to  the 
Nicaraguan  people  to  permit  real  de- 
mocracy; keep  its  promises  to  its  neigh- 
bors not  to  support  subversion  in 
Central  America;  and  keep  its  obliga- 
tion to  this 

hemisphere  not  to  permit  the  establish- 
ment of  Soviet-bloc  bases  in  Central 
America.  If  those  promises  are  kept, 
we  have  an  opportunity  to  start  a  new 
day  in  Central  America;  but  if  those 
pledges  continue  to  be  violated,  we 
hope  and  expect  that  other  nations  will 
find  ways  to  join  us  to  condemn  those 
actions  and  reverse  those  processes. 

The  Soviet  Union  also  has  an  obli- 
gation and  an  opportunity:  to  demon- 
strate that  its  proclaimed  commitment 
to  "new  thinking"  is  more  than  a  tacti- 
cal response  to  temporary  setbacks  but 
represents  instead  a  new  principled  ap- 
proach to  foreign  policy. 
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In  other  regional  conflicts  around 
the  world,  the  Soviet  Union  has 
adopted  a  welcome  new  approach  that 
has  helped  resolve  longstanding  prob- 
lems in  constructive  ways.  In  Central 
America  what  we  have  seen  from  the 
Soviet  Union  and  Cuba  can  only  be  de- 
scribed as  "old  thinking." 

In  the  last  decade,  the  Soviet  bloc 
has  poured  at  least  $50  billion  in  aid 
into  Cuba  and  Nicaragua.  Soviet  and 
Cuban  aid  is  building  in  Nicaragua  a 
military  machine  larger  than  all  the 
armies  of  the  other  Central  American 
nations  combined  and  continues  to  fi- 
nance violence,  revolution,  and  destruc- 
tion against  the  democratically  elected 
Government  of  El  Salvador.  Indeed, 
Soviet-bloc  military  support  for  the 
Marxist  guerrillas  [in  El  Salvador]  has 
increased  since  the  United  States 
ended  military  support  for  the 
Nicaraguan  Resistance,  and  Soviet 
military  aid  to  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua  continues  at  levels  wholly 
uncalled  for  by  any  legitimate  defen- 
sive needs.  The  continuation  of  these 
levels  of  Soviet-bloc  aid  into  Central 
America  raises  serious  questions  about 
Soviet  attitudes  and  intentions  toward 
the  United  States. 


The  Soviet  Union  has  no  legitimate 
security  interest  in  Central  America, 
and  the  United  States  has  many.  We 
reject  any  doctrine  of  equivalence  of 
interest  in  this  region  as  a  basis  for  ne- 
gotiations. Instead,  the  Soviet  Union 
and  Cuba  have  an  obligation  to  the 
leaders  of  Central  America  to  stop  vio- 
lating the  provisions  of  the  Esquipulas 
accord,  which  the  Soviet  Union  and 
Cuba  both  pledged  to  uphold.  The  time 
to  begin  is  now. 

In  signing  the  Esquipulas  accord, 
President  Oscar  Arias  of  Costa  Rica 
said:  "Without  democracy,  there  can  be 
no  peace  in  Central  America."  He  is 
right.  But  with  democracy  and  peace  in 
Central  America  can  come  new  hope  for 
economic  development  in  which  all  of 
the  people  of  the  region  can  share.  One 
can  look  at  the  terrible  violence  ravag- 
ing Central  America  and  despair,  but  I 
have  a  different  vision  of  its  future. 

I  can  see  a  democratic  Central 
America  in  which  all  of  the  nations  of 
the  region  live  in  peace  with  each  oth- 
er; where  the  citizens  of  the  region  are 
safe  from  the  violence  of  the  state  or 
from  revolutionary  guerrillas;  where 
resources  now  devoted  to  military  de- 
fense could  be  channeled  to  build  hospi 
tals,  homes,  and  schools.  That  is  not  a 
dream  if  all  the  people  and  nations  of 
the  Americas  will  it  to  be  true.  I  hope 
the  Esquipulas  accord  and  perhaps, 
also,  the  bipartisan  accord,  will  some- 
day be  seen  as  the  first  step  toward  it 
fulfillment. 


SECRETARY  BAKER, 
MAR.  24,  1989 


I  think  if  you  examine  American  for- 
eign policy  throughout  the  postwar  era, 
one  truth  certainly  shines  through. 
From  President  Truman's  support  for 
NATO  to  President  Reagan's  INF 
[intermediate  range  nuclear  forces] 
agreement,  every  important  achieve- 
ment has  enjoyed  sustained  bipartisan 
support.  A  bipartisan  foreign  policy  is 
based  on  honest  and  honorable  discus- 
sion and  debate.  It's  not  based  on  sup- 
pressing legitimate  differences.  In  the 
end,  it  is  also,  I  think,  based  on  a  rec- 
ognition that  we  are,  after  all,  one  peo- 
ple; we  are  one  nation;  and  we  must 
have  one  consistent  foreign  policy. 

Today,  we've  taken  the  first  impor- 
tant steps  toward  building  a  successful 
bipartisan  policy  in  Central  America. 
If  asked  to  summarize  that  policy  in 
one  word,  I  would  say  democracy.  To 
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gether  we  want  the  people  of  Nicara- 
gua, as  well  as  all  others  in  Central 
America,  to  be  able  to  participate 
freely  and  fully  in  democracy.  And 
now,  together,  the  executive  branch 
and  the  Congress  will  work  to  ensure 
that  the  promises  of  democracy  in 
Nicaragua  become  democracy  in  fact. 
I  want  to  salute  the  Speaker,  the 
other  leaders  here,  and  many,  many 
others  in  the  Senate  and  the  House 
whose  dedication  and  hard  work  and 
perseverance  made  this  agreement  pos- 
sible. They  have  performed  as  leaders 
in  the  very  best  sense  of  that  term. 


BIPARTISAN  ACCORD  ON 
CENTRAL  AMERICA, 
MAR.  24,  19892 

The  executive  and  the  Congress  are 
united  today  in  support  of  democracy, 
peace,  and  security  in  Central  Ameri- 
ca. The  United  States  supports  the 
peace  and  democratization  process  and 
the  goals  of  the  Central  American  Pres- 
idents embodied  in  the  Esquipulas  ac- 
cord. The  United  States  is  committed 
to  working  in  good  faith  with  the  demo- 
cratic leaders  of  Central  America  and 
Latin  America  to  translate  the  bright 
promises  of  Esquipulas  II  into  concrete 
realities  on  the  ground. 

With  regard  to  Nicaragua,  the 
United  States  is  united  in  its  goals:  de- 
mocratization; an  end  to  subversion  and 
destabilization  of  its  neighbors;  an  end 
to  Soviet-bloc  military  ties  that  threat- 
en U.S.  and  regional  security.  Today 
the  executive  and  the  Congress  are 
united  on  a  policy  to  achieve  those 
goals. 

To  be  successful  the  Central  Amer- 
ican peace  process  cannot  be  based  on 
promises  alone.  It  must  be  based  on 
credible  standards  of  compliance,  strict 
timetables  for  enforcement,  and  effec- 
tive, ongoing  means  to  verify  both  the 
democratic  and  security  requirements 
of  those  agreements.  We  support  the 
use  of  incentives  and  disincentives  to 
achieve  these  U.S.  policy  objectives. 

We  also  endorse  an  open,  consulta- 
tive process,  with  bipartisanship  as  the 
watchword  for  the  development  and  suc- 
cess of  a  unified  policy  toward  Central 
America.  The  Congress  recognizes  the 
need  for  consistency  and  continuity  in 
policy  and  the  responsibility  of  the  ex- 
ecutive to  administer  and  carry  out 
that  policy,  the  programs  based  upon 
it,  and  to  conduct  American  diplomacy 
in  the  region.  The  executive  will  con- 
sult regularly  and  report  to  the  Con- 


gress on  progress  in  meeting  the  goals 
of  the  peace  and  democratization  proc- 
ess, including  the  use  of  assistance  as 
outlined  in  this  accord. 

Under  Esquipulas  II  and  the  El 
Salvador  accord,  insurgent  forces  are 
supposed  to  voluntarily  reintegrate 
into  their  homeland  under  safe,  demo- 
cratic conditions.  The  United  States 
shall  encourage  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua  and  the  Nicaraguan  Resis- 
tance to  continue  the  cessation  of  hos- 
tilities currently  in  effect. 

To  implement  our  purposes,  the  ex- 
ecutive will  propose — and  the  biparti- 
san leadership  of  the  Congress  will  act 
promptly  after  the  Easter  recess  to 
extend — humanitarian  assistance 
at  current  levels  to  the  Resistance 
through  February  28,  1990,  noting  that 
the  Government  of  Nicaragua  has 
agreed  to  hold  new  elections  under  in- 
ternational supervision  just  prior  to 
that  date.  Those  funds  shall  also  be 
available  to  support  voluntary  rein- 
tegration or  voluntary  regional  reloca- 
tion by  the  Nicaraguan  Resistance. 
Such  voluntary  reintegration  or  volun- 
tary regional  relocation  assistance 
shall  be  provided  in  a  manner  suppor- 
tive of  the  goals  of  the  Central  Ameri- 
can nations,  as  expressed  in  the 
Esquipulas  II  agreement  and  the  El 
Salvador  accord,  including  the  goal  of 
democratization  within  Nicaragua  and 
the  reintegration  plan  to  be  developed 
pursuant  to  those  accords. 

We  believe  that  democratization 
should  continue  throughout  Central 
America  in  those  nations  in  which  it  is 
not  yet  complete,  with  progress  toward 
strengthening  of  civilian  leadership, 
the  defense  of  human  rights,  the  rule  of 
law  and  functioning  judicial  systems, 
and  consolidation  of  free,  open,  and 
safe,  political  processes  in  which  all 
groups  and  individuals  can  fairly  com- 
pete for  political  leadership.  We  believe 
that  democracy  and  peace  in  Central 
America  can  create  the  conditions  for 
economic  integration  and  development 
that  can  benefit  all  the  people  of  the  re- 
gion and  pledge  ourselves  to  examine 
new  ideas  to  further  those  worthy 
goals. 

While  the  Soviet  Union  and  Cuba 
both  publicly  endorsed  the  Esquipulas 
agreement,  their  continued  aid  and 
support  of  violence  and  subversion  in 
Central  America  is  in  direct  violation 
of  that  regional  agreement.  The  United 
States  believes  that  President  Gor- 
bachev's impending  visit  to  Cuba  repre- 
sents an  important  opportunity  for 


both  the  Soviet  Union  and  Cuba  to  end 
all  aid  that  supports  subversion  and  de- 
stabilization  in  Central  America,  as 
President  Arias  has  requested,  and  as 
the  Central  American  peace  process 
demands. 

The  U.S.  Government  retains  ulti- 
mate responsibility  to  define  its  nation- 
al interests  and  foreign  policy,  and 
nothing  in  this  accord  shall  be  inter- 
preted to  infringe  on  that  respon- 
sibility. The  United  States  need  not 
spell  out  in  advance  the  nature  or  type 
of  action  that  would  be  undertaken  in 
response  to  threats  to  U.S.  national  se- 
curity interests.  Rather  it  should  be 
sufficient  to  simply  make  clear  that 
such  threats  will  be  met  by  any  appro- 
priate constitutional  means.  The  spirit 
of  trust,  bipartisanship,  and  common 
purpose  expressed  in  this  accord  be- 
tween the  executive  and  the  Congress 
shall  continue  to  be  the  foundation  for 
its  full  implementation  and  the  achieve- 
ment of  democracy,  security,  and  peace 
in  Central  America. 

George  Bush 

President  of  the  United  States 

James  C.  Wright,  Jr. 
Speaker  of  the  House 

George  J.  Mitchell 
Senate  Majority  Leader 

Thomas  S.  Foley 
House  Majority  Leader 

Robert  Dole 

Senate  Republican  Leader 

Robert  H.  Michel 
House  Republican  Leader 


JOINT  DECLARATION  AT  SAN 
JOSE  (ALAJUELA),  COSTA  RICA, 
JAN.  16,  1988 

The  Presidents  have  received  the  find- 
ings of  the  report  of  the  International 
Commission  for  Verification  and 
Follow-up,  prepared  in  accordance  with 
item  11  of  Esquipulas  II,  with  the  res- 
ervations some  have  indicated. 

The  Presidents  acknowledge  the 
endeavor  and  the  enormous  work  done 
by  the  Commission,  which  it  thanks  for 
its  dedication  and  effort  in  contributing 
to  the  fulfillment  of  the  Esquipulas  II 
agreement. 
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The  Presidents  entrust  the  Execu- 
tive Commission  with  the  task  of  exam- 
ining the  general  report  when  it  has 
been  received  and  to  make  any  perti- 
nent recommendations. 

The  Presidents  confirm  the  histor- 
ic value  and  the  importance  of  Es- 
quipulas,  the  concept  and  spirit  of 
which  they  recognize  and  renew  today 
as  vital  to  the  achievement  of  democra- 
tization and  peace  in  the  region. 

Inasmuch  as  the  commitments  of 
Esquipulas  II  have  not  been  entirely 
fulfilled,  they  [the  Presidents]  under- 
take to  fulfill  unconditional  and  uni- 
lateral obligations  for  which  total  and 
mandatory  compliance  is  required  of 
the  governments.  Among  these  obliga- 
tions are  dialogue,  talks  for  the  coor- 
dination of  a  cease-fire,  general 
amnesty  and,  above  all,  democratiza- 
tion, which  shall  include  the  lifting  of 
the  state  of  emergency,  total  freedom  of 
the  press,  political  pluralism,  and  ter- 
mination of  the  use  of  special  courts. 
The  aforementioned  commitments  yet 
to  be  fulfilled  by  the  governments  shall 
immediately  be  fulfilled  publicly  and 
openly. 

Fulfillment  of  the  agreements  of 
the  Esquipulas  II  document  involves 
commitments,  observance  of  which  by 
the  governments  is  subject  to  essential 
and  specific  verification,  especially  for 
the  suspension  of  aid  to  irregular 
groups,  the  non-use  of  territory  to  sup- 
port same,  and  genuine  freedom  of  elec- 
toral processes,  which  shall  be  verified 
by  the  National  Reconciliation  Commis- 
sion, with  special  emphasis  on  the 
elections  for  the  Central  American 
Parliament — all  of  this  "as  an  indispen- 
sable element  for  the  achievement  of  a 
stable  and  lasting  peace  in  the  region." 

The  principal  functions  of  the  Ex- 
ecutive Commission,  the  members  of 
which  are  the  Ministers  of  Foreign  Re- 
lations of  the  Central  American  States, 
shall  be  verification,  control,  and 
follow-up  of  the  commitments  contained 
in  the  Guatemala  Accord  and  in  this 
declaration.  To  that  end,  it  shall  seek 
the  cooperation  of  regional  or  extra- 
regional  States  or  organizations  of  rec- 
ognized impartiality  and  technical 
capacity  that  have  manifested  a  desire 
to  assist  in  the  peace  process  in  Cen- 
tral America. 

In  addition,  the  fulfillment  of  Es- 
quipulas II  involves  the  follow-up  of 
those  obligations  that  encompass  an  al- 
ready established  strategy,  such  as  the 
regulation  of  arms  levels  and  security 
and  disarmament  agreements. 


We  should  like  to  express  our  ap- 
preciation to  the  international  commu- 
nity for  the  political  and  financial 
support  it  has  pledged  with  a  view  to 
promoting  regional  projects  directed 
toward  attaining  economic  and  social 
development  in  Central  America,  as  an 
objective  directly  related  to  achieving, 
preserving,  and  strengthening  peace. 
Because  the  primary  causes  of  this  con- 
flict are  economic  and  social,  it  is  not 
possible  to  achieve  peace  without 
development. 

The  Presidents,  conscious  of  their 
historic  responsibility  to  their  peoples, 
reaffirm  their  desire  for  fulfillment  in 
the  manner  expressed,  which  they  view 
as  irrevocable  and  inalterable,  pledg- 
ing to  fulfill  the  remaining,  unmet 
obligations  unhesitatingly  and  unequiv- 
ocally, aware  that  their  peoples  and  the 
international  community  will  judge 
their  compliance  with  obligations  un- 
dertaken in  good  faith. 


JOINT  DECLARATION  AT  EL 
TESORO,  EL  SALVADOR, 
FEB.  14,  1989 

The  Presidents  of  El  Salvador,  Guate- 
mala, Honduras,  Nicaragua,  and  Costa 
Rica,  meeting  in  the  province  of  La  Paz 
in  the  Republic  of  El  Salvador  on  Feb- 
ruary 13  and  14,  1989,  analyzed  the  sta- 
tus of  the  Central  American  peace 
process  and  adopted  decisions  neces- 
sary for  its  effective  observance  based 
on  the  understanding  that  the  commit- 
ments assumed  under  Esquipulas  II 
and  Alajuela  Declaration  constitute  a 
harmonious  and  indivisible  whole. 

The  Presidents  of  Costa  Rica,  El 
Salvador,  Guatemala  and  Honduras 
were  informed  of  the  willingness  ex- 
pressed by  the  constitutional  President 
of  Nicaragua,  Daniel  Ortega  Saavedra, 
to  establish  an  process  of  democratiza- 
tion and  national  reconciliation  in  his 
country,  within  the  framework  of  the 
Esquipulas  II  Accords  and  in  keeping 
with  the  following  actions,  among 
others: 

Once  reforms  have  been  made  in 
electoral  legislation  and  in  laws  regu- 
lating the  expression  of  ideas,  informa- 
tion, and  the  structure  of  public  opinion 
in  such  a  way  as  to  guarantee  political 
organization  and  action  in  the  broadest 
sense  for  political  parties,  an  initial 
four-month  period  for  the  preparation, 
organization,  and  mobilization  of  the 
parties  will  be  opened.  Immediately 
following  the  expiration  of  that  period, 
a  new  six-month  period  of  political  ac- 


tivity will  begin,  at  the  end  of  which 
elections  for  President,  Vice  President, 
and  representatives  to  the  National  As- 
sembly, municipalities,  and  the  Central 
American  Parliament  will  be  held. 
Elections  shall  take  place  no  later  than 
February  25,  1990,  unless  the  Govern- 
ment and  opposition  political  parties 
mutually  agree  that  they  should  be  held 
on  another  date. 

The  Government  of  Nicaragua  will 
form  a  Supreme  Electoral  Council  with 
a  balanced  participation  of  representa- 
tives from  the  opposition  political  par- 
ties. In  this  respect,  the  Presidents 
call  on  the  Nicaraguan  political  parties 
to  participate  in  the  electoral  process. 

International  observers,  especially 
delegates  of  the  Secretaries  General  of 
the  United  Nations  and  the  Organiza- 
tion of  American  States,  will  be  invited 
to  be  present  in  all  the  electoral  dis- 
tricts during  the  two  aforementioned 
stages  in  order  to  certify  the  integrity 
of  the  process. 

The  Government  of  Nicaragua  will 
guarantee  the  free  functioning  of  the 
communications  media  by  reviewing 
and  modifying  the  law  on  the  media. 
Furthermore,  it  will  guarantee  equal 
access  in  terms  of  broadcasting  sched- 
ules and  air  time  on  the  state  television 
and  radio  stations  for  all  parties.  The 
Government  of  Nicaragua  will  autho- 
rize all  communications  media  to  sup- 
ply themselves  from  within  the  country 
or  abroad,  at  their  convenience,  with 
all  materials,  instruments,  and  equip- 
ment necessary  to  fully  perform  their 
functions. 

In  accordance  with  the  proposal  by 
the  President  of  Nicaragua,  and  at  the 
initiative  of  the  President  of  Honduras, 
the  Central  American  Presidents  un- 
dertake to  formulate,  within  a  period 
of  no  more  than  90  days,  a  joint  plan  for 
the  voluntary  demobilization,  repatria- 
tion, or  relocation  in  Nicaragua  and  in 
third  countries  of  Nicaraguan  Resis- 
tance members  and  their  families.  For 
that  purpose  the  Presidents  will  re- 
quest technical  assistance  from  spe- 
cialized agencies  of  the  United  Nations. 

In  order  to  contribute  to  the  cre- 
ation of  conditions  for  the  voluntary  de- 
mobilization, relocation,  or  repatriation 
of  Nicaraguans  who  have  been  involved 
in  direct  or  indirect  armed  activities 
and  who  are  in  Honduran  territory,  the 
Government  of  Nicaragua  has  decided 
to  proceed  with  the  release  of  prison- 
ers, in  keeping  with  the  classification 
made  by  the  Inter-American  Commis- 
sion on  Human  Rights. 


58 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/June  1989 


WESTERN  HEMISPHERE 


Said  plan  will  also  contemplate  as- 
sistance for  the  demobilization  of  all 
those  persons  who  were  or  are  involved 
in  armed  actions  in  countries  of  the  re- 
gion, when  they  voluntarily  request  it. 

In  order  to  comply  with  the  com- 
mitments on  verification  of  security, 
the  Executive  Committee  is  hereby 
charged  with  the  task  of  immediately 
initiating  technical  meetings  to  estab- 
lish the  most  appropriate  and  efficient 
mechanisms  for  verification,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  talks  held  in  New  York 
with  the  Secretary  General  of  the 
United  Nations. 

The  Presidents  reaffirmed  the  au- 
thority of  the  National  Reconciliation 
Commissions  to  continue  with  the  spe- 
cific functions  of  verification  in  the 
areas  outlined  by  the  Guatemala  pro- 
cedure and  the  Alajuela  Declaration. 
These  commissions  should  periodically 
inform  the  Executive  Committee  of  the 
results  of  their  work. 

The  Central  American  Presidents 
reiterated  as  firmly  as  possible  the  re- 
quest contained  in  item  5  of  the  Es- 
quipulas  II  Accord  that  regional  and 
extra-regional  governments  which  ei- 
ther openly  or  covertly  supply  aid  to 
irregular  forces  or  insurrectional 
movements  in  the  area  immediately 
halt  such  aid,  with  the  exception  of 
the  humanitarian  aid  that  contributes 
to  the  goals  of  this  document. 

The  Presidents  urge  all  sectors, 
especially  in  the  insurrectional  move- 
ments and  irregular  forces  operating 
in  the  region,  to  join  the  constitutional 
political  process  in  each  country.  In 
this  spirit,  the  Presidents  appeal  to  all 
sectors  in  El  Salvador  to  participate  in 
the  next  elections. 

The  Presidents  reiterated  the  im- 
portance of  the  Central  American  Par- 
liament as  a  forum  where  all  peoples  of 
the  region,  by  means  of  free  and  direct 
elections  of  representatives,  will  dis- 
cuss and  draft  appropriate  recom- 
mendations regarding  the  political, 
economic,  social,  and  cultural  problems 
of  Central  America. 

The  Presidents  issued  an  urgent 
appeal  to  the  international  community 
to  support  the  process  of  socioeconomic 
recovery  in  the  Central  American  na- 
tions, both  in  the  short  and  medium 
term,  given  the  seriousness  of  the  for- 
eign debt  problem  and  the  necessity  for 
recovery  of  the  levels  of  intra-regional 
trade  as  the  fundamental  factor  for 
strengthening  the  process  of  integra- 
tion. Most  particularly,  the  Presidents 
requested  the  support  of  the  European 
Community  in  the  implementation  of  a 


program  of  restructuring,  reactivating 
and  strengthening  of  the  process  of  eco- 
nomic integration  on  the  Central  Amer- 
ican isthmus,  which  was  officially 
presented  in  Guatemala  this  past  Janu- 
ary. Similarly  they  received  with 
hearty  approval  the  report  by  the  In- 
ternational Commission  for  Central 
American  Recovery  and  Development, 
which  is  a  significant  contribution  to 
the  consolidation  of  democracy  and  the 
creation  of  a  system  of  social  and  eco- 
nomic well-being  and  justice  in  the 
region. 

The  Presidents  remain  primarily 
committed  to  seeking  directly  negoti- 
ated solutions  to  overcoming  the  con- 
flicts that  have  arisen  due  to  the 
Central  American  crisis. 

The  Presidents  agreed  to  create  a 
Central  American  Commission  on  the 
Environment  and  Development  as  a  re- 
gional mechanism  of  cooperation  to 
achieve  the  optimal  and  rational  use  of 
natural  resources  in  the  area,  control 
pollution,  and  reestablish  the  ecologi- 
cal balance.  The  Executive  Committee, 
at  its  next  meeting,  will  appoint  and 
immediately  convene  the  aforemen- 
tioned commission  so  that  it  may  draft 
an  agreement  to  regulate  its  character 
and  functions. 

Moreover,  the  Presidents  extended 
their  firm  support  to  the  International 


Conference  on  Central  American  Refu- 
gees to  be  held  in  Guatemala  in  May  of 
this  year.  This  conference  will  contrib- 
ute positively  to  the  search  for  solu- 
tions to  the  flow  of  refugees  and 
displaced  persons  affected  by  the  crisis 
in  the  region. 

The  Presidents  agreed  to  promote 
a  Regional  Cooperation  Accord  for  the 
elimination  of  illegal  drug  trafficking. 
To  that  end,  the  Executive  Committee 
will  draft  an  accord  to  be  delivered  to 
the  governments  concerned. 

Similarly,  the  Presidents  ex- 
pressed the  intention  of  their  govern- 
ments to  support  the  initiative  favoring 
the  drafting  of  a  convention  on  the 
rights  of  children  within  the  context  of 
the  United  Nations. 

The  Presidents  agreed  to  meet  in 
the  Republic  of  Honduras,  on  a  date  to 
be  determined  subsequently. 

The  Presidents  of  Guatemala, 
Honduras,  Nicaragua,  and  Costa  Rica 
thank  the  people  and  Government  of  El 
Salvador,  and  most  especially  its  Presi- 
dent, Jose  Napoleon  Duarte,  for  the 
hospitality  which  provided  the  appro- 
priate setting  for  this  meeting. 


'For  text  see  Bulletin  of  Oct.  1987. 
2Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  Mar.  27,  1989.  ■ 


FY  1990  Assistance  Request 

for  Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean 


by  Michael  G.  Kozak 

Statement  before  the  Subcommittee 
on  Western  Hemisphere  Affairs  of  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  oh 
March  2,  1989.  Mr.  Kozak  is  Acting  As- 
sistant Secretary  for  Inter-American 
Affairs.1 

This  is  a  time  of  challenge  and  of  some 
opportunity  in  Latin  America  and  the 
Caribbean.  American  interests  are  at 
stake,  and  democratic  gains  are  at  risk. 
Within  our  own  government,  it  is  also  a 
time  to  look  anew  at  programs.  The 
President  has  instructed  the  National 
Security  Council  to  review  the  range  of 
foreign  policy  and  national  security 
challenges  facing  the  nation.  The  Na- 
tional Security  Council  will  recommend 
to  the  President,  within  90  days,  op- 
tions for  U.S.  policy  designed  to  help 
shape  events  in  furtherance  of  U.S. 


goals  and  ideals.  These  policy  reviews 
are  underway.  The  President  and  Sec- 
retary of  State  will  consult  with  Con- 
gress as  they  design  and  implement 
policies  for  a  new  era.  They  recog- 
nize the  importance  of  a  bipartisan 
executive-legislative  policy  in  Central 
America. 

In  this  hemisphere,  as  we  organize 
ourselves  for  the  tasks  ahead,  we  must 
take  into  consideration  challenges  that 
cover  a  wide  spectrum. 

•  Drug  traffickers  are  better 
armed  and  organized  than  ever  before; 
their  illegal  operations  net  an  esti- 
mated $8  billion  annually.  Area  culti- 
vated grows  by  some  10%  a  year. 

•  Indebtedness  has  risen  to  over 
$400  billion,  up  from  $330  billion  when 
the  first  difficulties  were  experienced 
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in  1982.  A  market  naturally  oriented 
toward  the  United  States  is  less  able  to 
pay  for  the  exports  of  American  farms 
and  factories. 

•  Environmental  losses  from  burn- 
ing away  Amazon  rainforests  last  year 
added  up  to  80,000  square  miles  (larger 
than  the  combined  area  of  Denmark, 
Belgium,  Austria,  and  Switzerland). 

•  Despite  important  new  peace 
openings,  political  extremism,  terror- 
ism, and  armed  conflicts  persist  in 
Central  America.  Although  U.S.  mili- 
tary aid  to  the  Nicaraguan  Resistance 
ended  more  than  a  year  ago,  the  Soviet 
Union  and  Cuba  have  increased  mili- 
tary aid  that  facilitates  Sandinista 
repression  at  home  and  aggression 
abroad. 

•  Insurgencies  also  plague  Peru 
and  Colombia.  Violence — political,  so- 
cial, and  criminal — has  escalated.  Mur- 
der is  the  leading  cause  of  death  for 
male  adults  (18-40)  in  Colombia  (where 
the  government  estimates  some  140  pri- 
vate groups  engage  in  murder). 

In  relation  to  the  magnitude  of 
these  challenges  and  their  importance 
to  our  interests,  U.S.  assistance  for 
Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean  is 
very  modest.  Like  many  elements  of 
our  Federal  budget,  foreign  assistance 
levels  are  squeezed. 

In  FY  1988,  the  bilateral  assis- 
tance budget  for  Latin  America  and  the 
Caribbean  was  the  lowest  in  years.  It 
included  $1,200.9  million  in  bilateral 
economic  aid — including  development 
assistance,  economic  support  fund 
(ESF),  PL  480,  and  narcotics  control 
activities — and  $143.9  million  in 
military  aid — including  international 
military  education  and  training 
(IMET)  and  military  assistance 
program-foreign  military  sales/grants. 
Total  economic  and  military  assistance 
for  Latin  America  in  1988  was  $1,344.8 
million — 10.09%  of  the  worldwide  assis- 
tance total. 

In  FY  1989,  available  resources  in- 
creased slightly:  estimated  obligations 
at  this  time  amount  to  $1,258.5  million 
in  economic  and  $164.9  million  in  mili- 
tary assistance  for  a  total  of  $1,423.4 
million — 10.95%  of  worldwide  funding. 
Even  so,  increased  earmarking  re- 
quired the  "zeroing  out" — complete 
elimination — of  elements  of  military  or 
economic  support  programs  in  some 
countries. 

For  FY  1990,  we  are  requesting 
$1,204.2  million  in  economic  aid  and 
$230.0  million  for  military  aid,  totaling 
$1,434.2  million,  which  would  amount 
to  9.76%  of  worldwide  assistance. 


U.S.  Bilateral  Assistance, 
FY  1990  Request 

Latin  America  and  Caribbean 
$1 .4  billion  (9.8%) 


Other 

$8  billion 

(54.4%) 


Egypt  and  Israel 
$5.3  billion  (35.8%) 


To  help  you  assess  our  FY  1990  re- 
quests, I  would  like  to  review  major  po- 
litical and  economic  trends  affecting 
U.S.  interests  in  the  hemisphere,  con- 
sider the  fundamental  principles  (sup- 
port of  democracy;  the  war  against 
illegal  narcotics;  and  the  search  for 
peace,  security,  and  development  in 
Central  America)  that  underly  our  for- 
eign assistance  requests  in  the  region, 
and  finally  focus  on  the  need  for  im- 
proved multinational  cooperation  and 
on  a  number  of  specific  cases  where  our 
approach  is  evolving  either  in  response 
to  changed  circumstances  or  to  new 
opportunities. 

Political  Trends 

The  democratic  transitions  of  the  past 
decade  in  Latin  America  and  the  Car- 
ibbean have  been  dramatic.  While 
these  transitions  have  been  the  product 
of  the  political  will  of  the  people  in  each 
country,  the  constant,  strong  biparti- 
san support  of  the  United  States  has 
been  an  important  contributing  factor. 
Through  a  joint  effort  of  the  execu- 
tive and  the  Congress,  our  message  has 
been  clear  and  constant. 


•  We  support  the  democratic  center 
against  repression  or  threats  from  ei- 
ther the  extreme  right  or  the  extreme 
left. 

•  We  will  not  acquiesce  in  military 
takeovers  of  democratically  elected 
governments  regardless  of  the  short- 
term  interests  involved. 

•  We  will  support  democratic  gov- 
ernments threatened  by  insurgencies 
and  insist  on  respect  for  human  rights. 

The  strength  of  this  message  has 
been  its  constancy.  We  send  the  same 
message  to  our  friends  and  to  our 
adversaries. 

The  democratic  institutions  emerg- 
ing from  the  wave  of  transitions  from 
dictatorship  in  the  region  are  still  fre- 
quently strained  by  economic  crises 
that  erode  support  for  the  democratic 
center.  The  transition  from  authori- 
tarian to  democratic  rule  generated 
heightened  expectations  of  improved 
economic  as  well  as  political  conditions. 
Democratic  leaders  have  been  caught 
between  Scylla  and  Charybdis — the 
proverbial  rock  and  hard  place — as 
they  have  sought  to  adopt  responsible, 
growth-oriented  policy  reforms.  Some 
have  achieved  notable  successes,  as  in 
Colombia,  Uruguay,  and  Costa  Rica. 
But  all  too  often,  the  results  have 
ranged  from  failure  to  adopt  essential 
reforms — thus  prolonging  the  economic 
misery — to  attempts  to  adopt  the  nec- 
essary reforms — thus  provoking  a  pop- 
ular backlash  against  the  reformers. 
The  uneven  results  have  raised  doubts 
about  the  generally  moderate  policies 
of  the  first  generation  of  democratic 
leaders. 

The  democratic  governments  of  the 
region  also  face  active  or  potential  chal- 
lenges from  insurgents,  criminals,  or 
other  armed  minorities.  Such  condi- 
tions further  constrain  their  ability  to 
undertake  democratic  reforms  or  to 
fully  institutionalize  civilian  control 
over  the  military. 

Even  in  the  face  of  these  diffi- 
culties, however,  civilian  and  military 
leaders  have  both  shown  considerable 
adaptability.  In  Guatemala,  the  elected 
government  remains  under  assault 
from  a  reduced  but,  nonetheless,  lethal 
insurgency,  and  civilian  and  military 
malcontents  have  produced  a  failed 
coup  attempt  and  much  talk.  But  the 
military  command  is  committed  to  ci- 
vilian rule  and  realizes  that  respect  for 
human  rights  is  critical  from  a  military 
as  well  as  moral  standpoint.  In  El  Sal- 
vador, military  leaders  still  smart  at 
human  rights  criticism  of  their  conduct 
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of  the  war,  while  FMLN  [Farabundo 
Marti  National  Liberation  Front]  atroc- 
ities receive  international  indifference. 
However,  these  same  military  leaders, 
show  no  evidence  of  wanting  to  reverse 
the  country's  substantial  democratic  de- 
velopment. In  Peru,  there  has  been  no 
coup  despite  deep  economic  troubles 
and  a  widening  insurgency.  And  in  Ar- 
gentina, the  elected  government  and 
the  military  high  command  have  coop- 
erated to  cope  with  several  military  re- 
bellions and  a  recent  attack  by  armed 
leftists  against  a  military  installation. 

The  democratic  trend,  in  fact,  still 
shows  signs  of  deepening.  The  power  of 
democratic  aspirations  was  evident  in 
the  conduct  of  the  plebiscite  in  Chile 
last  fall  and  the  unexpected  changes  in 
Paraguay  this  year.  Democratic  prac- 
tice still  typically  fails  the  ideal,  but 
the  cases  of  systematic  and  pervasive 
failure  are  becoming  increasingly  obvi- 
ous to  everyone.  That  may  help  explain 
preparations  for  a  presidential  election 
in  Panama  in  May  and  the  renewed 
commitments  by  the  Ortega  regime  to 
democratic  changes  in  Nicaragua. 

Under  these  circumstances,  un- 
wavering U.S.  and  international  sup- 
port for  democratic  civilian  government 
is  critical,  both  to  avoid  potential  rever- 
sals of  the  democratic  gains  already  in 
place  and  to  promote  further  progress. 
The  security  and  economic  assistance 
programs  proposed  for  FY  1990  are  an 
integral  part  of  that  support. 

Economic  Trends 

After  growing  rapidly  in  the  1960s  and 
1970s,  Latin  America  has  experienced 
painfully  low  economic  growth  during 
this  decade:  overall  increases  in  gross 
domestic  product  (GDP)  averaged  only 
1.1%  in  real  terms  from  1980  to  1986. 
Real  per  capita  GDP  fell  by  2.1%  in  the 
same  period.  Modest  1987  recovery  was 
followed  by  a  weaker  1988 
performance. 

Inappropriate  economic  policies 
have  been  the  main  cause  of  this  poor 
economic  performance.  Despite  some 
progress,  statist,  inward-looking  poli- 
cies have  lowered  investor  confidence  at 
home  and  abroad.  Domestic  savings 
and  investment  have  dried  up,  and  capi- 
tal flight  exceeds  commercial  bank 
debt  in  some  countries.  Growth  also 
has  been  hindered  by  the  region's 
heavy  external  debt  burden — at  year 
end  1988,  $401  billion— over  40%  of  the 
total  debt  held  by  all  developing 
countries. 


Forms  of  Bilateral  Aid 


Development  assistance  is  project  sup- 
port used  for  education,  management 
training,  and  some  small  business  develop- 
ment. It  also  funds  development  of  the  pri- 
vate sector  and  agriculture  and  finances 
health  and  nutrition  programs:  all  of  these 
to  increase  the  incomes  of  poor  rural  fami- 
lies to  meet  their  basic  needs. 

Food  for  Peace,  commonly  called  PL 
480,  provides  food  from  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture  stockpiles  to  those  nations 
that  are  too  poor  to  feed  all  of  their  people 
adequately.  The  food  provided  alleviates 
hunger  and  malnutrition  and  improves 
health.  One  of  our  most  successful  pro- 
grams, it  also  generates  local  currency,  in 
some  countries,  that  is  recycled  to  fund 
agricultural  development,  infrastructure 
improvements,  rural  education,  and  health 
programs. 

The  economic  support  fund  (ESF) 
advances  U.S.  economic  interests  by  offer- 
ing grant  or  loan  economic  assistance. 
These  funds  are  used  primarily  to  provide 
quick-disbursing  balance-of-payments  sup- 
port to  allow  time  for  local  economic  and 
financial  adjustments  to  take  effect. 

Through  the  provision  of  interna- 
tional narcotics  control  assistance,  the 
U.S.  Government  works  with  drug- 


producing  and  -trafficking  countries  to  en- 
courage cooperation  in  eradicating  crops 
at  their  source,  interdicting  narcotics  as 
they  are  trafficked,  and  in  reducing  the 
demand  for  drugs  in  foreign  countries. 

The  foreign  military  sales  financing 
program  (FMSF)  provides  grant  funds  for 
procurement  of  defense  articles  and  serv- 
ices to  help  strengthen  defense  capa- 
bilities. Without  grant  aid,  many  countries 
in  this  hemisphere  would  have  to  divert 
scarce  domestic  resources  from  economic 
development  efforts  in  order  to  purchase 
military  training  and  equipment.  FMSF 
essentially  replaces  the  military  assis- 
tance program  (MAP)  funding  in  Fy  1990. 

The  international  military  educa- 
tion and  training  (IMET)  program  is  a 
grant-aid,  low-cost  instrument  that  gives 
the  U.S.  Government  an  extremely  valuble 
channel  of  communication  and  influence 
with  foreign  military  organizations  and 
promotes  a  concept  of  professionalism  that 
includes  respect  for  democracy,  human 
rights,  and  social  justice.  Education  and 
training  for  the  professionalization  of  mili- 
tary officers  have  long  been  considered  to 
be  the  most  cost-effective  form  of  security 
assistance. 


U.S.  debt  strategy  is  based  on  re- 
newed growth,  with  increased  commer- 
cial and  official  lending  to  give  debtor 
countries  support  needed  for  politically 
difficult  economic  reforms,  the  essen- 
tial condition  for  resuming  growth.  But 
commercial  banks  have  reduced  their 
exposure  to  the  region,  and  debt  serv- 
ice payments  now  exceed  new  lending. 
Reversing  this  negative  net  resource 
transfer  is  an  essential  ingredient  of  a 
strategy  to  bring  sustainable  growth  to 
the  region. 

Low  growth  and  debt  service  bur- 
dens imperil  fragile  democracies  in  the 
region  as  key  countries  face  renewed 
populist  pressures  in  presidential  elec- 
tions this  year.  Latin  leaders,  individu- 
ally and  collectively  through  the  Group 
of  Eight  and  other  forums,  have  pushed 
for  some  form  of  negotiated  debt  relief 
to  give  debtors  more  "breathing  space" 
and  support  for  essential  economic 
reforms. 

We  will  need  to  encourage  all  gov- 
ernments of  the  region  to  undertake 
economic  policy  reform  on  an  acceler- 
ated basis  if  there  is  any  hope  that  they 
can  grow  and  cope  with  their  stagger- 
ing debt  burden. 


Our  debt  policy  review,  and  debt 
strategies  of  other  creditor  countries, 
will  have  an  important  bearing  on  the 
ultimate  economic  success  of  the  debtor 
countries.  Just  as  important,  however, 
is  the  need  to  keep  the  United  States 
and  other  import  markets  open.  We  can 
hardly  press  the  Latins  to  open  their 
economies,  and  encourage  export-led 
growth,  and  then  shut  lucrative  mar- 
kets to  them. 

The  most  important  element,  how- 
ever, of  any  economic  recovery  plan  is 
the  commitment  of  these  countries 
themselves.  Ultimately,  economic  and 
political  reforms  cannot  be  imposed 
from  outside;  the  benefits  of  such  re- 
forms need  to  be  seen  by  that  govern- 
ment itself,  and  appreciated  by  the 
people,  for  these  reforms  to  be  under- 
taken and  pursued  in  the  long  term. 

Support  for  Democracy 

Over  the  past  decade,  the  security  of 
the  United  States  and  the  security  of 
all  free  countries  of  this  hemisphere 
have  benefited  greatly  from  the  trend 
toward  democracy.  Though  further 
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Proposed  FY  1990  Assistance  to 
Latin  America  and  the  Caribbean 


FMSF 
(12%) 


IMET 
(2% 


Narcotics 
Control 
(18%) 


PL  480 

(22%) 


Development 
Assistance 

(26%) 


In  the  Caribbean,  small  and  ill- 
equipped  police,  military  forces,  and 
judiciaries  face  increasing  numbers  of 
traffickers  with  seemingly  unlimited 
resources.  Jamaica,  The  Bahamas, 
Haiti,  and  the  Dominican  Republic  are 
significant  transhipment  points  for  nar- 
cotics from  South  America.  Jamaica  it- 
self is  a  major  producer  of  marijuana. 
Our  aid  must  help  Caribbean  govern- 
ments to  increase  the  level  and  effec- 
tiveness of  their  antinarcotics 
activities. 

Mexico  remains  the  largest  single 
source  for  heroin,  the  second  largest 
source  of  marijuana,  and  a  transit  point 
for  cocaine.  Newly  elected  President 
Carlos  Salinas  has  made  narcotics  con- 
trol a  national  priority.  Mexico  has  ex- 
panded the  scope  of  its  opium  and 
marijuana  eradication  programs  and  is 
taking  steps  to  improve  operational  ef- 
ficiency. We  are  prepared  to  cooperate 
with  what  we  expect  will  be  a  steadily 
improving  Mexican  antinarcotics 
program. 


progress  is  required,  respect  for  hu- 
man rights  has  improved  in  all  the  non- 
Marxist  and  nondictatorial  states  of 
Latin  America.  The  marked  reduction 
in  the  number  of  human  rights  abuses 
in  recent  years  parallels  the  spread  and 
consolidation  of  democracy:  where  dem- 
ocratic government  has  taken  root,  the 
human  rights  situation  has  changed  for 
the  better. 

The  democratic  trend  not  only  ac- 
cords with  our  deepest  values  but 
serves  our  national  interest.  We  enjoy 
the  most  constructive  long-term  rela- 
tionships with  countries  where  govern- 
ment is  founded  on  the  consent  of  the 
governed.  Our  ability  to  cooperate  in- 
creases in  direct  proportion  to  the  val- 
ues and  institutions  on  which  we  and 
our  partners  find  we  can  agree. 

U.S.  security  assistance  plays  an 
important  role  in  this  progress  by  help- 
ing military  institutions  develop  confi- 
dence in  democratic  systems  and  by 
increasing  military  loyalty  to  the  civil- 
ian and  constitutional  authorities  with 
whom  we  are  cooperating. 

Democracy  has  become  the  touch- 
stone of  relations  in  the  hemisphere.  A 
reversal  of  the  movement  to  democracy 
anywhere  will  be  rejected  by  us,  as  it 
will  be  by  all  the  democracies  in  the 
region. 


Narcotics  and  Narcoterrorism 

Economic  difficulties  are  not  the  only 
challenge  to  regional  democracy.  Nar- 
cotics traffickers  have  the  resources 
and  influence  to  undermine  the  stabil- 
ity and  integrity  of  these  governments. 
Terrorists,  often  in  league  with  narcot- 
ics traffickers,  prey  on  the  poor  of  the 
region  promising  what  Marxism  has 
never  been  able  to  deliver. 

Narcotics  trafficking  based  in  the 
Andes  seriously  threatens  the  stability 
of  the  governments  of  the  region  and 
the  well-being  of  families  and  neighbor- 
hoods across  the  United  States.  The 
President,  Congress,  and  the  public 
are  rightfully  demanding  that  we  do 
much  more. 

One  of  the  more  promising  new 
paths  is  more  active  involvement  by 
military  forces.  The  current,  imagina- 
tive Colombian  military  campaign 
against  combined  Revolutionary 
Armed  Forces  of  Colombia  (FARC)/ 
trafficker  bases  serves  as  a  model  for 
what  we  also  hope  will  guide  efforts  in 
other  countries  by  1990.  Bolivia  recent- 
ly adopted  sweeping  antinarcotics  leg- 
islation and  exceeded  its  1988  coca 
eradication  targets.  Peru,  the  world's 
largest  coca  cultivator,  was  able  in  1988 
to  destroy  over  12,000  acres  of  coca. 


Development  and  Defense 
in  Central  America 

The  challenge  facing  the  United  States 
in  Central  America  is  to  be  consistent 
and  effective  in  support  of  human 
rights,  development,  and  the  preserva- 
tion of  freedom. 

We  have  developed  the  framework 
of  our  Central  America  policy;  that  pol- 
icy is  evolving.  The  President  and  Sec- 
retary of  State  have  made  clear  that 
they  intend  to  develop  a  bipartisan  poli- 
cy to  implement  objectives  consistent 
with  the  principles  agreed  to  among 
the  governments  of  Central  America  in 
the  1987  Esquipulas  accords  and  in  the 
various  negotiations  that  have  taken 
place  since  then.  The  principles  of  Es- 
quipulas are  democracy,  human  rights, 
and  security.  They  are  the  right  princi- 
ples. What  we  need  is  the  mechanisms — 
verification  accompanied  by  meaning- 
ful incentives  and  disincentives — to 
ensure  that  they  work. 

We  will  be  working  to  coordinate 
to  the  maximum  possible  extent  with 
the  Central  American  democracies,  key 
friends  in  South  America  and  Mexico, 
and  our  European  allies.  In  this  re- 
gard, we  have  welcomed  the  nonpar- 
tisan and  multinational  effort  of  the 
International  Commission  for  Central 
American  Recovery  and  Development 
(Sanford  commission)  to  explore  anew 
policy  options  for  economic  recovery 
and  development  in  Central  America. 
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We  welcome  the  commission's  rec- 
ommendation that  aid  and  other  rela- 
tions be  based  on  compliance  with 
Esquipulas,  for  we  believe  that  any 
plan  for  the  region  as  a  whole  requires 
that  democracy  and  security  become 
realities  rather  than  promises.  It  is 
also  important  that  the  commission 
also  recognizes  another  form  of 
conditionality— that  based  on  economic 
performance. 

Given  the  range  of  the  commission's 
effort,  some  differences  will  inevitably 
emerge  as  we  study  its  findings.  You 
will  recall  that  the  basic  considerations 
underlying  our  own  assistance  policy 
toward  Central  America  were  formu- 
lated in  1983-84  by  the  National  Bipar- 
tisan Commission  on  Central  America 
(the  Kissinger  commission).  The 
Kissinger  commission's  bipartisan  fo- 
cus on  democratization,  human  rights, 
economic  stabilization,  structural 
transformation,  and  spreading  the  ben- 
efits of  economic  growth  has  been  the 
organizing  principle  of  U.S.  policy  ever 
since. 

Incidentally,  on  this  point,  we  were 
pleased  to  note  that  the  recently  re- 
leased report  of  the  House  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee's  Task  Force  on 
Foreign  Assistance  concluded  that 
these  original  Kissinger  commission 
goals,  supplemented  by  a  clear  commit- 
ment to  environmental  sustainability, 
should  be  our  principal  foreign  assist- 
ance goals  worldwide. 

In  reviewing  our  FY  1990  assist- 
ance requests  for  Central  America,  it  is 
important  to  keep  in  mind  that,  despite 
the  many  well-known  obstacles,  signifi- 
cant progress  has  been  made  and  that 
our  assistance  is  an  important  reason 
that  most  Central  American  countries 
are  more  democratic  and  more  respect- 
ful of  human  rights  than  they  were  10 
years  ago.  In  El  Salvador,  democracy 
has  continued  to  be  consolidated  under 
President  Duarte.2  In  Guatemala,  an 
elected  civilian  president  is  in  power. 
In  Honduras,  power  has  been  trans- 
ferred from  one  elected  civilian  politi- 
cian to  another.  In  Costa  Rica,  honest, 
fair  elections  continue  a  long  tradition. 
U.S.  assistance  also  plays  a  critical 
role  in  helping  the  Central  American 
democracies  cushion  the  short-term 
economic  pain  which  often  precedes  the 
longer  term  economic  gains  realized 
through  policy  reform.  In  several  in- 
stances, our  aid  has  facilitated  sound 
adjustment  measures  to  establish  the 
basis  for  self-sustaining  growth. 
Growth  in  nontraditional  exports  also 
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demonstrates  that  the  region  could 
have  a  sound  economic  future  once  the 
Esquipulas  peace  process  succeeds  in 
removing  the  obstacles  created  by  po- 
litical and  physical  insecurity. 

Let  me  take  a  moment  to  provide 
some  detail  on  a  success  story — how, 
through  adopting  economic  policy  re- 
forms, cushioned  by  our  economic  sup- 
port funds,  one  Central  American 
country  was  able  to  reverse  a  severe 
economic  decline. 

In  the  early  1980s,  Costa  Rica  was 
hit  by  a  severe  recession.  The  U.S.  aid 
response  was  designed  in  part  to  help 
Costa  Rica  reform  its  economy  and  set 
it  on  the  path  to  self-sustaining,  long- 
term  growth.  Due  to  these  efforts,  and 
to  the  Costa  Rican  Government's  own 
willingness  to  reform,  progress  has 
been  impressive. 

The  Costa  Rican  Government  has 
slashed  its  fiscal  deficit  from  13.7%  of 
GDP  [gross  domestic  product]  in  1981 
to  0.3%  in  1987,  committed  itself  to  pri- 
vatization of  state-owned  companies, 
liberalized  the  banking  and  credit  sys- 
tem, and  maintained  a  realistic  ex- 
change rate.  Inflation  fell  from  82%  in 
1982  to  a  more  manageable  15%  in  1987 
(although  it  has  since  risen  to  25%). 
Similarly,  unemployment  has  come 
down  from  9.5%  in  1982  to  5.6%  in 
1987.  Most  impressive  of  all  has  been 
the  phenomenal  growth  in  nontradition- 
al exports  which  jumped  from  $128  mil- 
lion in  1983  to  $361  million  in  1987,  an 
increase  of  182%  in  just  4  years.  A  ma- 
jor reason  for  the  rapid  rise  in  non- 
traditional  exports  has  been  the 
Caribbean  Basin  Initiative  (CBI)  and 
related  legislation. 

As  a  result  of  its  aid-assisted  poli- 
cy reforms,  the  Costa  Rican  economy, 
in  the  last  6  years,  has  been  growing  at 
an  average  annual  rate  of  4.3%,  com- 
pared with  an  average  yearly  decline  of 
2.9%  during  1980-82.  The  reforms  have 
also  led  to  agreements  with  the  IMF 
[International  Monetary  Fund]  and  the 
World  Bank  and  will  likely  result  in 
greater  aid  from  other  donors. 

Multinational  Cooperation 

Consultative  Groups.  For  several 
years  we  have  encouraged  the  World 
Bank  and  the  IMF  to  establish  consul- 
tative groups  for  countries  in  Central 
America.  Last  June,  one  was  estab- 
lished for  Costa  Rica,  in  October  for 
Honduras,  and  in  March  1989  for  Guat- 
emala. The  goals  of  a  consultative 
group  are:  to  encourage  greater  donor 


cooperation  and  coordination,  to  devel- 
op a  better  organization  and  more  visi- 
ble list  of  priority  projects,  and  to 
review  overall  structural  adjustment 
process  and  management  of  debt  issues 
in  the  country.  Looking  at  the  one  coun- 
try, Costa  Rica,  for  which  we  have  more 
than  a  half-year  experience,  we  are  en- 
couraged by  preliminary  results. 
These  include: 

•  The  completion  of  a  second  World 
Bank  structural  adjustment  loan  in 
December; 

•  Work  on  a  possible  new  IMF 
standby  to  replace  the  one  expiring 
early  in  March; 

•  The  development  of  a  list  of  prior- 
ity projects  for  donor  financing; 

•  Work  on  a  transportation  sector 
loan; 

•  Further  discussion  by  the  Bank 
Advisory  Committee  on  ways  to  miti- 
gate Costa  Rica's  debt  burden,  includ- 
ing consideration  of  use  of  AID  [Agency 
for  International  Development]  monies 
to  finance  a  Costa  Rican  buy-back  of 
debt; 

•  An  overall  understanding  not 
only  by  the  World  Bank,  IMF,  and  the 
United  States  but  also  by  Japan  (which 
has  promised  funds  to  Costa  Rica), 
Canada,  and  the  European  countries  to 
work  from  the  same  data  and  analytical 
framework. 

The  Organization  of  American 
States.  The  Organization  of  American 
States  (OAS)  can  play  a  key  role  in  en- 
suring successful  cooperation  in  the 
hemisphere. 

•  Because  both  the  United  States 
and  the  Latin  American  and  Caribbean 
countries  belong,  the  OAS  is  the  logical 
locus  for  debate  on  topics  of  importance 
to  the  hemisphere. 

•  Because  it  is  a  purely  regional  or- 
ganization recognized  under  the  UN 
Charter,  the  OAS  can  take  up  regional 
issues  without  extraneous  factors.  For 
example,  multilateral  OAS  action  can 
reconcile  the  Charter  obligation  of  de- 
mocracy with  that  of  nonintervention. 
At  a  Permanent  Council  meeting  on 
February  15,  the  OAS  went  on  record 
to  support  democratization  in 
Paraguay. 

Historically,  the  OAS  has  had  a 
strong  record  of  support  for  democracy, 
human  rights,  and  the  peaceful  settle- 
ment of  disputes.  Recently,  however, 
the  OAS  has  been  more  active  on  hu- 
man rights,  drugs,  and  technical  assist- 
ance than  peacekeeping.  The  OAS 
operated  a  border  inspection  force  be- 
tween El  Salvador  and  Honduras  in 
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1969-70  and  1976-81,  and  the  OAS  Sec- 
retary General  was  named  co-verifier 
(along  with  Cardinal  Obando  y  Bravo) 
of  the  Sapoa  accords  in  Nicaragua — but 
this  role  was  never  implemented  be- 
cause of  objections  subsequently  raised 
by  the  Sandinista  government. 

The  OAS  still  has  the  potential  to 
make  a  very  helpful  contribution  to 
peace  in  Central  America  under  Es- 
quipulas  and  Sapoa.  The  Central  Amer- 
ican summit  agreement  explicitly  asks 
for  OAS  and  UN  assistance.  The  OAS 
will  be  able  to  exert  its  positive  region- 
al influence,  however,  only  if  the  Unit- 
ed States  and  other  OAS  members 
provide  the  necessary  guidance  and  al- 
low it  to  be  effective  by  giving  it  the  at- 
tention and  the  financial  resources  it 
needs. 

The  Caribbean  Basin  Initiative. 

A  constructive  and  bipartisan  policy, 
the  Caribbean  Basin  Initiative  (CBI) 
supports  political  stability  in  the  Ca- 
ribbean Basin  by  helping  countries 
raise  their  foreign  exchange  earnings, 
diversify  their  economies,  and  employ 
their  people.  The  CBI  has  spurred  eco- 
nomic diversification  in  the  region  by 
providing  the  opportunity  to  increase 
exports  of  nontraditional  goods  such  as 
apparel,  seafood,  and  winter  produce. 
In  the  first  5  years  of  the  CBI,  non- 
traditional  exports  to  the  United 
States  grew  nearly  75%  to  over  $3.5  bil- 
lion. In  1988,  for  the  first  time,  the  re- 
gion's nontraditional  exports  to  the 
United  States  were  larger  than  the  tra- 
ditional ones,  such  as  sugar  and  coffee, 
although  the  high  U.S.  content  of  many 
nontraditional  exports  means  the  net 
foreign  exchange  earnings  from  tradi- 
tional exports  may  still  be  larger. 

The  CBI  does  not  guarantee  eco- 
nomic growth  and  greater  exports;  it 
enhances  the  conditions  and  incentives 
for  growth.  Some  countries  in  the  re- 
gion have  done  particularly  well  in 
using  the  CBI.  Since  the  CBI  began, 
Jamaica's  nontraditional  exports  to  the 
United  States  have  increased  by  147%; 
Costa  Rica's  by  254%;  the  Dominican 
Republic's  by  195%.  At  the  same  time, 
lower  oil  prices  and  tighter  sugar  quo- 
tas have  meant  that  total  exports  to  the 
United  States  have  declined  some  30% 
since  the  CBI  began. 

The  original  CBI  has  some  short- 
comings. For  example,  some  products 
important  to  the  region  are  excluded 
from  duty-free  treatment.  We  thus  wel- 
come efforts  underway  in  Congress  to 
enhance  the  CBI.  We  want  to  continue 
to  work  closely  with  the  Congress  on 
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such  legislation,  including  the  bill  in- 
tended to  be  introduced  on  March  2  by 
Representative  Sam  Gibbons  and  the 
bill  which  Representative  George 
Crockett  introduced  last  year.  While 
there  is  yet  no  formal  Administration 
position  on  either  bill,  I  want  to  say 
that  I  appreciate  the  intent  of  that  bill 
to  promote  "equitable  and  participa- 
tory development"  in  the  region.  I  must 
also  say  that  I  have  some  concerns 
about  the  bill's  emphasis  on  regional 
self-reliance  and  its  implicit  turning 
away  from  export-led  growth  to  an  in- 
ward orientation  and  import- 
substitution  policies. 

Special  Situations  and  Opportunities 

Argentine  Military  Aid  Program.  We 

have  tried  to  support  military  profes- 
sionalism in  Argentina  while  making 
clear  to  all  concerned,  including  the 
Argentine  Armed  Forces,  that  our  co- 
operation depends  on  the  needs  ex- 
pressed by  Argentina's  constitutional 
civilian  leadership  and  requires  a  dem- 
ocratic environment.  We  believe  an 
overwhelming  majority  of  Argentines 
share  this  goal. 

Over  the  past  several  years,  at  the 
request  of  President  Alfonsin,  we  have 
developed  a  careful,  modest  program  of 
defense  cooperation.  All  aspects  are  co- 
ordinated through  the  Argentine's 
civilian-run  Ministry  of  Defense.  Ini- 
tially, we  concentrated  on  exchanges 
and  training  to  help  the  Argentine  Gov- 
ernment to  reorient  the  military  from 
politics  toward  professional  concerns. 

This  first  phase  of  our  plan  to  im- 
prove military  relations  worked  well, 
although  President  Alfonsin's  govern- 
ment has  been  constrained  in  its  ability 
to  make  military  equipment  purchases 
by  budget  limitations.  To  demonstrate 
our  continuing  interest  in  supporting 
President  Alfonsin  in  his  desire  to  fa- 
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cilitate  the  professional  development  of 
the  Argentine  military,  we  have  pro- 
posed an  FMSF  [foreign  military  sales 
financing]  grant  program  of  $2  million 
in  the  FY  1990  budget.  This  program 
was  developed  in  full  cooperation  with 
Argentina's  civilian  Ministry  of  De- 
fense and  the  military  services.  An  ini- 
tial goal  of  this  program  is  to  help  the 
Argentine  Army  undertake  the  long- 
delayed  $13-million  refurbishment  of 
their  U.S. -made  transport  helicopters 
and  armored  personnel  carriers.  It  will 
fulfill  important  and  legitimate  army 
needs  with  a  relatively  modest  invest- 
ment and  do  so  without  threatening  re- 
gional stability.  President  Alfonsin 
personally  sought  our  support  for  this 
refurbishment  program. 

Haiti.  Our  policy  in  Haiti  has  been 
to  encourage  a  transition  to  an  elected 
civilian  government,  respect  for  human 
rights,  credible  development  programs, 
and  cooperation  on  narcotics  matters. 
We  are  encouraged  by  the  progress  the 
Avril  government  has  made  on  this 
agenda  since  assuming  power  in  Sep- 
tember 1988. 

•  On  February  23,  following  the 
recommendations  of  the  forum  of  oppo- 
sition political  and  social  leaders  it  had 
convened,  the  government  announced  a 
decree  establishing  a  new  electoral 
council. 

•  Human  rights  abuses  continue  in 
Haiti,  but  the  government  has  made 
progress  in  stemming  the  cycle  of  po- 
litical violence  that  has  marked  Haiti 
since  the  fall  of  the  Duvalier  regime  in 
February  1986. 

•  On  narcotics  matters,  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Haiti  has  cooperated  with 
the  U.S.  authorities. 

•  Progress  on  the  economic  front 
has  been  less  noteworthy,  but  the  Gov- 
ernment of  Haiti  is  operating  under  se- 
verely restrictive  financial  constraints. 
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Much  more  remains  to  be  done,  and 
we  want  to  encourage  these  favorable 
trends.  We  will  continue  to  work  close- 
ly with  the  Congress  on  our  response 
to  this  evolving  situation. 

Guyana.  The  Government  of 
Guyana,  during  the  past  3  years,  has 
strengthened  friendly  relations  with 
the  United  States  and  other  Western 
countries.  It  has  also  initiated  several 
market-oriented  economic  reforms.  We 
feel  it  is  strongly  in  our  interests  to  en- 
courage these  developments. 

The  United  States  has  provided 
food  under  PL  480  totaling  almost  $20 
million  since  FY  1986.  The  Government 
of  Guyana  is  seeking  to  negotiate  a  plan 
with  the  IMF  and  others  to  clear  long- 
standing arrears  to  multilateral  insti- 
tutions and  reschedule  obligations  to 
the  United  States  and  other  bilateral 
donors.  If  these  negotiations  succeed, 
we  should  join  other  members  of  the  in- 
ternational community,  who  have  al- 
ready expressed  willingness  to  assist 
Guyana  in  its  effort  to  change  its  politi- 
cal and  economic  direction. 

Human  Rights  in  El  Salvador.  All 

credible  human  rights  organizations  in 
El  Salvador,  including  the  Catholic 
Church's  Tutela  Legal,  agree  that  po- 
litically motivated  violence  has  dimin- 
ished significantly  over  the  past 
decade.  The  number  of  deaths  reported 
in  the  Salvadoran  press,  which  appear 
to  be  politically  motivated,  averaged  20 
per  month  during  1988.  This  compares 
with  a  monthly  average  of  23  in  1987,  22 
in  1986,  28  in  1985,  64  in  1984,  140  in 
1983,  219  in  1982,  444  in  1981,  and  750 
in  1980. 

Despite  this  sustained  improve- 
ment, however,  progress  in  bringing  to 
justice  the  perpetrators  of  some  of  El 
Salvador's  major  human  rights  cases 
has  not  kept  pace.  The  fundamental  is- 
sue now  is  to  support  the  government's 
efforts  to  transform  an  archaic  and  in- 
efficient judicial  system  into  one  in 
which  the  same  standard  of  law  is 
equally  available  and  applicable  to  all. 
This  will  require  a  sustained  effort 
over  a  long  period  of  time  working  with 
police,  prosecutors,  judges,  and,  most 
important,  the  Salvadoran  Legislative 
Assembly,  which  is  constitutionally 
charged  with  reviewing  and  changing 
existing  laws. 

In  recent  times,  we  have  witnessed 
some  disturbing  events  as  evidenced  by 
the  September  1988  killings  near  San 
Sebastian,  El  Salvador.  Vice  President 
Quayle  visited  El  Salvador  recently  and 
indicated  to  the  Salvadorans  that  we 


expect  a  better  human  rights  perform- 
ance, and  we  intend  to  watch  the  situa- 
tion closely. 

Our  economic  and  security  assist- 
ance is  designed  to  support  this  trans- 
formation. Economic  assistance  is 
designed  to  shore  up  the  economy  while 
the  Salvadoran  people  continue  their 
resistance  against  violent  opposition  to 
democracy.  Our  military  assistance 
supports  efforts  to  better  professional- 
ize military  forces,  including  their  em- 
brace of  respect  for  human  rights  in  a 
framework  of  loyalty  to  constitutional 
civil  authority. 

Chile.  Chile  is  on  track  for  its  De- 
cember 14,  1989,  general  elections,  the 
first  to  be  held  in  19  years.  As  in  the 
1988  plebiscite,  the  United  States  will 
continue  to  urge  the  Government  of 
Chile  to  assure  that  open  and  clean 
elections  are  conducted  in  an  atmos- 
phere conducive  to  democratic  decision- 
making. The  successful  October  5, 
1988,  plebiscite  is  a  source  of  intense 
national  pride  to  all  sectors  of  Chilean 
society  because  it  was  seen  as  a  strong 
reaffirmation  of  their  democratic  voca- 
tion. The  armed  forces  are  particularly 
proud  of  having  presided  over  an  honest 
vote.  We  in  the  executive  and  you  in  the 
Congress  will  both  be  watching  these 
developments  closely. 

Administration  of  Justice. 

Throughout  Latin  America,  justice  sys- 
tems are  starved  for  resources,  both 
human  and  material,  and  all  too  often 
present  another  obstacle  to — rather 
than  a  foundation  for — effective  democ- 
racy. By  focusing  assistance  programs 
on  the  administration  of  justice,  we 
hope  to  reinforce  the  institutional  ca- 
pacity for  democracy. 

For  example,  after  an  elected  gov- 
ernment took  office  in  Guatemala  in 
1986,  administration-of-justice  projects 
have  provided  training  forjudges  and 
police  investigators  as  well  as  technical 
assistance  for  legal  library  and 
database  development  and  analysis. 

Separate  projects  administered  re- 
spectively by  the  Latin  American  Insti- 
tute for  the  Prevention  of  Crime  and 
Treatment  of  Offenders  (ILANUD),  a 
UN  affiliate  in  San  Jose,  and  by  a 
prominent  U.S.  law  school,  have  en- 
abled the  Guatemalan  judiciary  to  em- 
bark on  a  multiyear  project  targeting 
specific  problems,  such  as  the  need  for 
administrative  reorganization,  improv- 
ing access  to  legal  information,  and  im- 
proving the  handling  of  criminal  cases. 


At  the  same  time,  the  Internation- 
al Criminal  Investigative  Training  As- 
sistance Program  (ICITAP)  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Justice  has  been  operat- 
ing in  Guatemala  under  policy  guidance 
from  the  Department  of  State.  ICITAP 
began  by  training  police  investigators 
in  modern  investigative  techniques  but, 
at  the  request  of  the  Guatemalan  Su- 
preme Court,  soon  began  offering  simi- 
lar training  at  a  less  technical  level  to 
judges.  Under  Guatemalan  procedure, 
judges  have  responsibility  for  directing 
investigations.  The  prosecutorial  func- 
tion as  we  know  it  in  the  United  States 
does  not  exist  in  Guatemala. 

ICITAP  training  has  already  been 
credited  with  successful  resolution  of  a 
number  of  highly  publicized  cases  in 
Guatemala,  among  them  the  kidnap- 
murder  of  two  University  of  San  Carlos 
students  by  Quetzaltenango  police  offi- 
cers in  November  1987  and  the  murder 
of  three  Chinese  in  June  1987.  ICITAP 
has  also  assisted  the  National  Police  in 
establishing  an  Office  of  Professional 
Responsibility  to  investigate  allega- 
tions of  unprofessional  conduct  by  offi- 
cers. At  the  present  time,  the  office  is 
screening  approximately  50  cases  per 
month,  with  20-30  of  them  referred  to 
the  civilian  courts  for  handling. 

Paraguay.  Reforms  have  been  the 
word  of  the  day  since  long-time  strong- 
man Alfredo  Stroessner  left  the  coun- 
try after  a  coup  on  February  2-3. 
Prospects  for  real  and  enduring  change 
must,  nonetheless,  be  tested  over  time. 
The  new  government  led  by  Provisional 
President  Rodriguez  has  begun  an- 
nouncing its  plans  for  a  transition  with 
a  number  of  positive-sounding  promises 
concerning  elections,  democratic  insti- 
tutionalization, human  rights,  and 
drugs. 

Since  Paraguay  has  no  democratic 
tradition  to  draw  upon,  establishing  a 
genuine  democracy  will  be  a  difficult, 
long-term  challenge.  All  nations  inter- 
ested in  the  welfare  of  democracy 
should  consider  a  joint  approach  to  en- 
courage a  successful  transition  to  dem- 
ocratic government  in  Paraguay.  All  of 
us  in  the  United  States,  in  the  Con- 
gress, as  well  as  the  executive  have  an 
interest  in  working  and  watching  to- 
gether to  help  realize  Paraguay's 
promises. 

Rigidities  Caused  by  Earmark- 
ing. There  is  a  final  area  I'd  like  to  tou- 
ch upon — that  of  earmarking  our 
assistance  programs.  In  our  view,  ex- 
tensive earmarking,  combined  with 
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constraints  on  overall  funding  levels, 
greatly  reduce  the  flexibility  of  our  as- 
sistance programs  in  several  ways. 

•  When  cuts  are  made,  they  fall 
disportionately  on  unearmarked  pro- 
grams. These  unearmarked  programs 
serve  U.S.  interests  no  less  than  those 
that  are  specifically  legislated.  But 
efforts  to  protect  one  good  program 
through  earmarking  often  work  inad- 
vertently to  destroy  others  when  over- 
all levels  decrease. 

•  Countries  receiving  earmarks 
often  view  them  as  an  "entitlement," 
which  actually  can  make  them  less  ac- 
cessible to  entering  into  serious  discus- 
sions regarding  economic  policy 
reform. 

•  Consultations  with  international 
financial  institutions  and  political 
changes  demand  a  flexible  U.S.  Gov- 
ernment response. 

Let  me  relate  a  specific  example  of 
the  problems  earmarking  often  causes. 
The  example  relates  to  the  narcoterror- 
ism  earmark  in  the  Anti-Drug  Abuse 
Act  of  1988.  The  earmark  is  written  in 
a  way  as  to  make  planning  for  ESF 
spending  especially  difficult  and  inflex- 
ible. The  law  earmarks  (but  does  not 
appropriate)  $5  million  to  provide  pro- 
tection forjudges,  government  offi- 
cials, and  the  press. 

The  law  requires  that  these  funds 
(which  had  to  come  from  nonearmarked 
FY  1989  ESF  appropriated  via  another 
act)  shall  remain  available  until  ex- 
pended. This  means  that,  regardless  of 
whether  Colombia  seeks  any  funds  for 
this  program,  we  need  to  set  aside  $5 
million  in  ESF.  In  other  words,  this 
sort  of  earmark  requires  us  to  reserve 
money  for  a  possible  need,  while  at  the 
same  time  withhold  money  from  pro- 
grams (some  very  important  ones,  in- 
cluding strengthening  of  democracy 
initiatives)  for  which  there  is  a  current 
need. 

We  are  pleased  to  see  that  the  ear- 
mark issue  was  discussed  in  the  House 
Foreign  Affairs  Committee  task  force 
report  on  foreign  assistance.  The  re- 
port, correctly  in  our  view,  also  cited 
the  need  for  increased  flexibility  in  the 
implementation  of  our  assistance  pro- 
grams. It  suggests  that  a  new  economic 
cooperation  act  would  avoid  most  of  the 
restrictions,  directives,  and  earmarks 
of  the  current  act. 


Conclusion 

As  I  stated  at  the  outset,  key  elements 
of  our  policy  in  the  region  are  under  re- 
view. I  can,  nonetheless,  assure  you 
that  we  will  remain  dedicated  to  the 
support  of  democracy  throughout  the 
hemisphere,  to  prosecuting  the  war 
against  narcotics  and  terrorism,  and  to 
the  defense  and  development  of  Central 
America — the  troubled  region  at  our 
doorstep.  We  look  forward  to  working 


with  the  Congress  in  refining  and  sup- 
porting our  policy. 


xThe  complete  transcript  of  the  hear- 
ings will  be  published  by  the  committee  and 
will  be  available  from  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Of- 
fice, Washington,  D.C.  20402. 

2The  democratic  process  in  El  Salvador 
was  reinforced  on  March  19,  1989,  when  Sal- 
vadorians  voted  in  the  second  set  of  free  and 
fair  presidential  elections  in  5  years.  ■ 


President's  Meeting  With 
El  Salvador's  President-Elect 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
APR.  7,  19891 

President  Bush  met  with  Salvadoran 
President-elect  Alfredo  Cristiani  and 
Vice  President-elect  Francisco  Merino 
in  the  Oval  Office  for  30  minutes  today. 
The  President  again  congratulated  Mr. 
Cristiani  for  his  first-round  electoral 
victory  on  March  19.  The  President 
said  he  looked  forward  to  establishing 
the  same  sort  of  working  relationship 
that  he  and  President  Reagan  had  with 
President  Duarte.  In  furtherance  of 
that  goal,  the  President  issued  an  invi- 
tation to  Mr.  Cristiani  to  come  to  Wash- 
ington in  late  summer  for  an  official 
working  visit.  Mr.  Cristiani  accepted 
the  President's  offer  and  expressed 
his  hope  of  enhancing  our  mutual 
cooperation. 

The  President  stated  in  strongest 
terms  his  commitment  to  support  Sal- 
vadoran democracy  and  his  admiration 
of  the  commitment  of  the  Salvadoran 
people  who  risked  death  or  injury  by 
guerrilla  threats  to  interrupt  the  vote. 
A  U.S.  observer  team  from  both  politi- 
cal parties,  as  well  as  electoral  ob- 
servers from  other  countries,  have 
certified  the  election  as  free  and  fair. 
The  President  noted  that  El  Salva- 
dor's democratic  institutions  stand  in 
marked  contrast  to  those  of  Nicaragua. 
The  Salvadoran  press  is  free.  Political 
groups  mount  demonstrations  without 
government  interference.  And  the  gov- 
ernment has  granted  a  total  amnesty. 


For  the  past  8  years,  our  commit- 
ment to  El  Salvador  has  reflected  a  bi- 
partisan consensus.  Nevertheless  there 
have  been  some  voices  that  have  pre- 
judged Mr.  Cristiani  and  who  are 
pessimistic  about  the  future.  The  Pres- 
ident stated  his  view  that  Mr.  Cristiani 
should  be  given  the  chance  to  prove  his 
dedication  to  democracy,  peace,  and  hu- 
man rights.  Mr.  Cristiani  has  already 
proven  his  ability  to  run  a  fair  cam- 
paign, which  inspires  our  confidence 
about  the  future. 

The  President  and  Mr.  Cristiani 
noted  the  importance  of  human  rights 
in  El  Salvador.  The  President  noted 
with  satisfaction  Mr.  Cristiani's  role  in 
helping  to  overturn  the  decision  of  a 
judge  who  released  rightwing  elements 
accused  of  involvement  in  kidnappings. 
The  President  offered  continued  U.S. 
assistance  to  improve  Salvadoran  judi- 
cial institutions. 

Mr.  Cristiani  warmly  endorsed  the 
bipartisan  accord  on  Central  America 
as  a  contribution  to  peace  and  said  that 
the  focus  must  remain  on  Nicaraguan 
democratization.  The  President  indi- 
cated that  we  would  consult  El  Sal- 
vador, as  well  as  the  other  Central 
American  democracies,  on  peace 
issues. 


i 


'Text  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  Apr.  10,  1989.  ■ 
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Soviet  Policy  in  Central  America 


WHITE  HOUSE  STATEMENT, 
APR.  5,  19891 

We  listened  carefully  to  what  Presi- 
dent Gorbachev  had  to  say  in  Havana 
yesterday.  While  his  words  about  not 
exporting  revolution  are  welcomed, 
they  are  not  matched  by  deeds  which 
would  give  those  words  credence. 

Today  we  call  upon  the  Soviets  to 
cut  off  their  half-billion-dollar  annual 
military  aid  to  Nicaragua.  The  Soviets 
continue  to  pour  arms  into  Nicaragua, 
a  country  whose  army  is  already  larger 
than  those  of  all  their  neighbors  com- 
bined. This  is  hard  to  fathom.  It  is  a 
key  issue  in  resolving  the  conflict  in 
Central  America.  Our  bipartisan  plan 
for  peace  in  Central  America  has  the 
support  of  the  Central  American  de- 
mocracies. It  is  time  for  the  Soviet 
Union  to  join  us  in  supporting  that 
plan. 


If  President  Gorbachev  means  his 
words,  the  Soviets  should  demonstrate 
through  their  behavior  that  they  are 
adhering  to  this  principle,  and  they 
should  pressure  their  client  states  and 
revolutionary  groups  that  they  support 
to  do  the  same.  We  note  that  the  Sovi- 
ets and  Cuba  have  concluded  a  friend- 
ship treaty  that  apparently  commits 
both  parties  to  the  peaceful  resolution 
of  conflicts  in  the  region.  We  trust  that 
the  Soviets  will  follow  these  words 
with  concrete  actions. 

We  believe,  however,  that  to  dem- 
onstrate his  commitment  to  Esquip- 
ulas,  President  Gorbachev  could 
have  proposed  a  cutoff  of  military  sup- 
plies to  all  irregular  forces  in  the  re- 
gion. That  is  what  Esquipulas  calls 
for — an  end  to  outside  support  to  the 
guerrilla  forces.  This  would  have  sug- 
gested a  "new  thinking"  in  Central 
America. 


The  United  States  is  in  compliance 
with  Esquipulas.  We  are  not  providing 
military  aid  to  the  Nicaraguan  Resis- 
tance. The  Soviet  bloc,  particularly 
Nicaragua  and  Cuba,  continue  to  sup- 
ply military  and  logistical  support  to 
the  FMLN  [Farabundo  Marti  National 
Liberation  Front,  El  Salvador]  and 
other  irregular  forces  in  Central 
America. 

As  the  President  and  the  Secre- 
tary of  State  have  said,  we  reject  the 
idea  of  equivalence  between  legitimate 
U.S.  interests  and  the  Soviet  presence 
in  Central  America.  We  provide  sup- 
port, including  military  assistance, 
to  the  democratic  governments  in  Cen- 
tral America.  These  governments  are 
not  involved  in  subversion  of  their 
neighbors. 


JText  from  Weekly  Compilation  of  Presi- 
dential Documents  of  Apr.  10,  1989.  ■ 


Electoral  and  Media  Laws  in  Nicaragua 


DEPARTMENT  STATEMENT, 
APR.  25,  19891 

Today,  April  25,  marks  the  date  by 
which  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  is 
obligated,  under  the  Tesoro  Beach 
agreement,  to  have  in  place  electoral 
laws  conducive  to  free  and  fair  elec- 
tions scheduled  to  take  place  in  Febru- 
ary 1990. 

The  Government  of  Nicaragua  has 
recently  put  into  effect  new  laws  gov- 
erning electoral  procedures  and  the 
press.  Both  the  substance  of  these  laws 
and  the  manner  in  which  they  have 
been  put  into  effect  is  troubling. 

The  electoral  law  was  not  the  re- 
sult of  good-faith  bargaining  between 
the  Government  of  Nicaragua  and  the 


internal  opposition  groups  and  was  uni- 
laterally imposed  after  being  passed  by 
the  Sandinista-dominated  legislature. 

This  law  includes  a  provision  re- 
quiring that  the  Supreme  Electoral 
Council,  of  which  the  Sandinistas  main- 
tain control,  receive  one-half  of  any  for- 
eign political  contributions.  It  ignores 
proposals  made  by  the  internal  opposi- 
tion for  absentee  balloting  and  proce- 
dures for  ensuring  the  presence  and 
unlimited  access  of  international  elec- 
tion observers. 

The  new  law  governing  press  con- 
duct includes  penalties  for  disseminat- 
ing information  which  the  Interior 
Ministry  determines  to  be  a  violation 
of  "national  integrity"  and  allows  the 
Interior  Ministry  to  order  closures  of 
up  to  4  days. 


This  media  law  was  also  passed  by 
the  Sandinista  legislature  without  gen- 
uine dialogue  with  the  internal  opposi- 
tion, which  depends  upon  freedom  of 
expression,  or  with  the  independent 
media  in  Nicaragua. 

It  is  still  not  too  late  for  dialogue 
and  for  the  necessary  compromises  by 
all  sides  which  alone  can  create  condi- 
tions of  trust  in  which  free  elections 
can  go  forward.  We  urge  the  Govern- 
ment of  Nicaragua  to  engage  in  the 
necessary  dialogue  to  revise  its  elec- 
toral and  press  laws. 


'Read  to  news  correspondents  by  De- 
partment spokesman  Margaret  DeB.  Tut- 
wiler.  ■ 
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Current  Actions 


MULTILATERAL 

Agriculture 

International  plant  protection  convention. 
Done  at  Rome  Dec.  6,  1951.  Entered  into 
force  Apr.  3,  1952;  for  the  U.S.  Aug.  18,  1972. 
TIAS  7465. 
Adherence  deposited:  Oman,  Jan.  23,  1989. 

Antarctica 

Antarctic  treaty.  Signed  at  Washington 

Dec.  1,  1959.  Entered  into  force  June  23, 

1961.  TIAS  4780. 

Accession  deposited:  Colombia,  Jan.  31, 

1989. 

Atomic  Energy 

Amendment  of  Article  VI.  A.  1  of  the  Statute 
of  the  International  Atomic  Energy  Agency 
of  Oct.  26,  1956,  as  amended  (TIAS  3873, 
5284,  7668).  Done  at  Vienna  Sept.  27,  1984. » 
[Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  99-7. 
Acceptances  deposited:  Ghana,  Apr.  12, 
1989;  Italy,  Mar.  27,  1989;  Libya,  Tunisia, 
Apr.  13,  1989. 

Aviation 

Convention  for  the  suppression  of  unlawful 
seizure  of  aircraft.  Done  at  The  Hague 
Dec.  16,  1970.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  14, 
1971.  TIAS  7192. 
Ratification  deposited:  Laos,  Apr.  6,  1989. 

Convention  for  the  suppression  of  unlawful 
acts  against  the  safety  of  civil  aviation. 
Done  at  Montreal  Sept.  23,  1971.  Entered 
into  force  Jan.  26,  1973.  TIAS  7570. 
Ratification  deposited:  Laos,  Apr.  6,  1989. 

Customs 

Convention  concerning  the  formation  of  an 
International  Union  for  the  Publication  of 
Customs  Tariffs,  regulations  of  execution, 
and  final  declarations.  Signed  at  Brussels 
July  5,  1890.  Entered  into  force  Apr.  1, 
1891.  TS384. 

Protocol  modifying  the  Convention  of  July  5, 
1890,  relating  to  the  creation  of  an  Interna- 
tional Union  for  the  Publication  of  Customs 
Tariffs.  Done  at  Brussels  Dec.  16,  1949.  En- 
tered into  force  May  5,  1950;  for  the  U.S. 
Sept.  15,  1957.  TIAS  3922. 
Accession  deposited:  Colombia,  Mar.  2,  1989. 

Fisheries 

Protocol  to  amend  the  international  conven- 
tion of  May  14,  1966  for  the  conservation  of 
Atlantic  tunas  (TIAS  6767).  Done  at  Paris 
July  10,  1984.'  [Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  99^. 
Acceptance  deposited:  Venezuela,  Jan.  7, 
1989. 

Genocide 

Convention  on  the  prevention  and  punish- 
ment of  the  crime  of  genocide.  Adopted  at 
Paris  Dec.  9,  1948.  Entered  into  force 
Jan.  12,  1951;  for  the  U.S.  Feb.  23,  1989. 
Accession  deposited:  Yemen,  Apr.  6,  1989. 


Marine  Pollution 

International  convention  relating  to  inter- 
vention on  the  high  seas  in  cases  of  oil 
pollution  casualties,  with  annex.  Done  at 
Brussels  Nov.  29,  1969.  Entered  into  force 
May  6,  1975.  TIAS  8068. 
Accession  deposited:  Egypt,  Feb.  3,  1989. 

International  convention  on  civil  liability 

for  oil  pollution  damage.  Done  at  Brussels 

Nov.  29,  1969.  Entered  into  force  June  19, 

1975.2 

Accessions  deposited:  Canada,  Jan.  24,  1989; 

Egypt,  Feb.  3,  1989. 

International  convention  on  the  establish- 
ment of  an  international  fund  for  compen- 
sation for  oil  pollution  damage.  Done  at 
Brussels  Dec.  18,  1971.  Entered  into  force 
Oct.  16,  1978.2 

Accessions  deposited:  Canada,  Jan.  24, 
1989;3  Vanuatu,  Jan.  13,  1989. 

Protocol  relating  to  intervention  on  the  high 

seas  in  cases  of  pollution  by  substances 

other  than  oil.  Done  at  London  Nov.  2,  1973. 

Entered  into  force  Mar.  30,  1983.  TIAS 

10561. 

Accession  deposited:  Egypt,  Feb.  3,  1989. 

Protocol  of  1978  relating  to  the  international 
convention  for  the  prevention  of  pollution 
from  ships,  1973.  Done  at  London  Feb.  17, 
1978.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  2,  1983. 
Accession  deposited:  Algeria,  Jan.  31,  1989. 3 
Territorial  application:  Extended  by  the 
U.K.  to  Gibraltar,  Nov.  1,  1988;  effective 
Dec.  1,  1988.4 

Optional  Annex  V  to  the  international  con- 
vention for  the  prevention  of  pollution  from 
ships,  1973,  as  modified  by  the  protocol  of 
1978.  Done  at  London  Nov.  2,  1973.  Entered 
into  force  Dec.  31,  1988.  [Senate]  Treaty 
Doc.  100-3. 

Acceptances  deposited:  Algeria,  Jan.  31, 
1989;  Belgium,  Oct.  27,  1988;  China,  Nov. 
21,  1988;  Suriname,  Nov.  4,  1988. 

Maritime  Matters 

Convention  on  facilitation  of  international 
maritime  traffic,  with  annex.  Done  at  Lon- 
don Apr.  9,  1965.  Entered  into  force  Mar.  5, 
1967;  for  the  U.S.  May  16,  1967.  TIAS  6251. 
Accession  deposited:  Vanuatu,  Jan.  13,  1989. 

International  convention  on  tonnage  meas- 
urement of  ships,  1969,  with  annexes.  Done 
at  London  June  23,  1969.  Entered  into  force 
July  18,  1982;  for  the  U.S.  Feb.  10,  1983. 
TIAS  10490. 

Accessions  deposited:  Uruguay,  Feb.  3, 
1989;  Vanuatu,  Jan.  13,  1989. 
Territorial  application:  Extended  by  the 
U.K.  to  Gibraltar,  Dec.  7,  1988;  effective 
Dec.  1,  1988;  and  to  Guernsey,  Dec.  30,  1988; 
effective  Jan.  1,  1989. 

Convention  on  the  international  regulations 
for  preventing  collisions  at  sea,  with  regula- 
tions, 1972.  Done  at  London  Oct.  20,  1972. 
Entered  into  force  July  15,  1977.  TIAS  8587. 
Accession  deposited:  Iran,  Jan.  17,  1989. 

International  convention  on  standards  of 
training,  certification,  and  watchkeeping 


for  seafarers,  1978.  Done  at  London  July  7, 
1978.  Entered  into  force  Apr.  28,  1984. 2 
Accession  deposited:  Ghana,  Jan.  26,  1989; 
Trinidad  and  Tobago,  Feb.  3,  1989. 
Territorial  application:  Extended  by  the 
U.K.  to  Bermuda,  Dec.  30,  1988;  effective 
Jan.  1,  1989. 

Protocol  for  the  suppression  of  unlawful  acts 
against  the  safety  of  fixed  platforms  located 
on  the  Continental  Shelf.  Done  at  Rome 
Mar.  10,  1988. !  [Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  101-1. 
Signature:  Switzerland,  Feb.  27,  1989. 

Pollution 

Convention  for  the  protection  of  the  ozone 
layer,  with  annexes.  Done  at  Vienna  Mar.  22, 
1985.  Entered  into  force  Sept.  22,  1988. 
[Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  99-9. 

Montreal  protocol  on  substances  that  de- 
plete the  ozone  layer,  with  annex.  Done  at 
Montreal  Sept.  16,  1987.  Entered  into  force 
Jan.  1,  1989.  [Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  100-10. 
Accession  deposited:  Singapore,  Jan.  5, 
1989. 

Racial  Discrimination 

International  convention  on  the  elimination 
of  all  forms  of  racial  discrimination.  Done  at 
New  York  Dec.  21,  1965.  Entered  into  force 
Jan.  4,  1969.2 
Accession  deposited:  Yemen,  Apr.  6,  1989. 

Red  Cross 

Geneva  convention  for  the  amelioration  of 
the  condition  of  the  wounded  and  sick  in 
armed  forces  in  the  field.  Done  at  Geneva 
Aug.  12,  1949.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  21, 
1950;  for  the  U.S.  Feb.  2,  1956.  TIAS  3362. 

Geneva  convention  for  the  amelioration  of 
the  condition  of  the  wounded,  sick,  and  ship- 
wrecked members  of  armed  forces  at  sea. 
Done  at  Geneva  Aug.  12,  1949.  Entered  into 
force  Oct.  21,  1950;  for  the  U.S.  Feb.  2, 
1956.  TIAS  3363. 

Geneva  convention  relative  to  the  treatment 
of  prisoners  of  war.  Done  at  Geneva  Aug.  12, 
1949.  Entered  into  force  Oct.  21,  1950;  for 
the  U.S.  Feb.  2,  1956.  TIAS  3364. 

Geneva  convention  relative  to  the  protection 
of  civilian  persons  in  time  of  war.  Done  at 
Geneva  Aug.  12,  1949.  Entered  into  force 
Oct.  21,  1950;  for  the  U.S.  Feb.  2,  1956. 
TIAS  3365. 

Notification  of  succession  deposited: 
Kiribati,  Jan.  5,  1989;  effective  July  12, 
1979. 

Protocol  additional  to  the  Geneva  conven- 
tions of  Aug.  12,  1949  (TIAS  3362,  3363, 
3364,  3365),  and  relating  to  the  protection  of 
victims  of  international  armed  conflicts 
(protocol  I),  with  annexes.  Adopted  at  Ge- 
neva June  8,  1977.  Entered  into  force 
Dec.  7,  1978.2 

Protocol  additional  to  the  Geneva  conven- 
tions of  Aug.  12,  1949  (TIAS  3362,  3363, 
3364,  3365),  and  relating  to  the  protection  of 
victims  of  noninternational  armed  conflicts 
(protocol  II).  Adopted  at  Geneva  June  8, 
1977.  Entered  into  force  Dec.  7,  1978.2  [Sen- 


68 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/June  1989 


TREATIES 


ate]  Treaty  Doc.  100-2. 

Accessions  deposited:  The  Gambia,  Jan.  12, 

1989;  Mali,  Feb.  8,  1989. 

Rubber 

International  natural  rubber  agreement, 
1987,  with  annexes.  Done  at  Geneva  Mar.  20, 
1987.  Entered  into  force  provisionally 
Dec.  29,  1988.  [Senate]  Treaty  Doc.  100-9. 
Accession  deposited:  U.S.S.R.,  Apr.  3,  1989. 

Satellite  Communications  Systems 

Amendments  to  the  convention  and  operat- 
ing agreement  on  the  International  Mar- 
itime Satellite  Organization  (INMARSAT) 
of  Sept.  3,  1976  (TIAS  9605).  Adopted  at 
London  Oct.  16,  1985. ' 
Acceptance  deposited:  Gabon,  Mar.  15,  1989. 

Space 

Convention  on  registration  of  objects 
launched  into  outer  space.  Done  at  New 
York  Jan.  14,  1975.  Entered  into  force 
Sept.  15,  1976.  TIAS  8480. 
Notification  of  succession  deposited:  An- 
tigua and  Barbuda,  Dec.  13,  1988;  effective 
Nov.  1,  1981. 

Terrorism 

Convention  on  the  prevention  and  punish- 
ment of  crimes  against  internationally  pro- 
tected persons,  including  diplomatic  agents. 
Adopted  at  New  York  Dec.  14,  1973.  Enter- 
ed into  force  Feb.  20,  1977.  TIAS  8532. 
Accession  deposited:  Kuwait,  Mar.  1,  1989. 

Torture 

Convention  against  torture  and  other  cruel, 
inhuman,  or  degrading  treatment  or  punish- 
ment. Adopted  at  New  York  Dec.  10,  1984. 
Entered  into  force  June  26,  1987. 2  [Senate] 
Treaty  Doc.  100-20. 
Signature:  Yugoslavia,  Apr.  18,  1989. 

Trade— Textiles 

Protocol  extending  the  arrangement  regard- 
ing international  trade  in  textiles  of  Dec.  20, 
1973,  as  extended  (TIAS  7840).  Done  at 
Geneva  July  31,  1986.  Entered  into  force 
Aug.  1,  1986;  for  the  U.S.  Aug.  5,  1986. 
Acceptance  deposited:  El  Salvador,  Feb.  9, 
1989. 


BILATERAL 

Brazil 

Agreement  concerning  the  provision  of 
training  related  to  defense  articles  under 
the  U.S.  international  military  education 
and  training  (IMET)  Program.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  notes  at  Brasilia  Apr.  19,  1988, 
and  Mar.  27,  1989.  Entered  into  force 
Mar.  27,  1989. 

Canada 

Agreement  amending  Annex  IV  to  the 
treaty  concerning  Pacific  salmon  of  Jan.  28, 
19X5,  as  amended.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  Washington  Mar.  20  and  Apr.  19, 
1989.  Entered  into  force  Apr.  19,  1989. 


Colombia 

Memorandum  of  understanding  concerning 
Colombian  integration  into  the  Caribbean 
Basin  Radar  Network  (CBRN).  Signed  at 
Bogota  Feb.  22,  1989.  Entered  into  force 
Feb.  22,  1989. 

Costa  Rica 

Agreement  for  the  exchange  of  information 
with  respect  to  taxes.  Signed  at  San  Jose 
Mar.  15,  1989.  Enters  into  force  upon  an  ex- 
change of  notes  confirming  that  both  sides 
have  met  all  constitutional  and  statutory  re- 
quirements necessary  to  effectuate  the 
agreement. 

Czechoslovakia 

Agreement  extending  the  schedule  and 
annex  to  the  air  transport  agreement  of 
June  29,  1987.  Effected  by  exchange  of  notes 
at  Prague  Feb.  6  and  24,  1989.  Entered  into 
force  Feb.  24,  1989;  effective  Jan.  1,  1989. 

Egypt 

Agreement  for  the  sale  of  agricultural  com- 
modities. Signed  at  Cairo  Mar.  20,  1989.  En- 
tered into  force  Mar.  20,  1989. 

France 

Memorandum  of  understanding  for  a  cooper- 
ative deep  submergence  rescue  system  pro- 
gram, with  annexes.  Signed  at  Washington 
and  Paris  Jan.  27  and  Feb.  21,  1989.  Entered 
into  force  Feb.  21,  1989. 

Ghana 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Sept.  23,  1988,  for  sales  of  agricultural  com- 
modities. Signed  at  Accra  Mar.  28  and  31, 
1989.  Entered  into  force  Mar.  31,  1989. 

Germany,  Federal  Republic  of 

Agreement  to  operate  the  LORAN-C  trans- 
mitting station  at  Sylt,  Federal  Republic  of 
Germany,  with  annexes.  Signed  at  Hamburg 
Mar.  20,  1989.  Entered  into  force  Mar.  20, 
1989. 

Iraq 

Agreement  concerning  claims  resulting 
from  the  attack  on  the  U.S.S.  Stark.  Ef- 
fected by  exchange  of  notes  at  Baghdad  Mar. 
27  and  28,  1989.  Entered  into  force  Mar.  28, 
1989. 

Japan 

Agreement  relating  to  the  agreement  of 
Dec.  28,  1984,  concerning  acquisition  and 
production  in  Japan  of  F-15  aircraft  and  re- 
lated equipment  and  materials.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  notes  at  Tokyo  Feb.  14,  1989. 
Entered  into  force  Feb.  14,  1989. 

Memorandum  of  understanding  on  coopera- 
tion in  the  detailed  design,  development,  op- 
eration, and  utilization  of  the  permanently 
manned  civil  space  station.  Signed  at  Wash- 
ington Mar.  14,  1989.  Enters  into  force  upon 
written  notification  by  each  party  of  the 
completion  of  all  necessary  procedures  for 
entry  into  force. 


Agreement  relating  to  the  agreement  of 
June  20,  1978  (TIAS  9268),  concerning  an 
additional  program  for  the  acquisition  and 
production  in  Japan  of  the  P-3C  weapon  sys- 
tem and  related  equipment  and  materials. 
Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at  Tokyo 
Mar.  24,  1989.  Entered  into  force  Mar.  24, 
1989. 

Agreement  concerning  the  acquisition  and 
production  in  Japan  of  the  HYDRA  70 
rocket  system.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  Tokyo  Mar.  31,  1989.  Entered  into 
force  Mar.  31,  1989. 

Agreement  concerning  the  acquisition  and 
production  in  Japan  of  the  SH-60J  and 
UH-60J  aircraft.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  Tokyo  Mar.  31,  1989.  Entered  into 
force  Mar.  31,  1989. 

Macao 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Dec.  28,  1983,  and  Jan.  9,  1984,  as  amended 
and  extended  (TIAS  10917),  relating  to 
trade  in  cotton,  wool,  and  manmade  fiber 
textiles  and  textile  products.  Effected  by 
exchange  of  notes  at  Hong  Kong  and  Macao 
Feb.  10  and  Mar.  3,  1989.  Entered  into  force 
Mar.  3,  1989. 

Malawi 

Agreement  regarding  the  consolidation  and 
rescheduling  of  certain  debts  owed  to,  guar- 
anteed by,  or  insured  by  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment and  its  agencies,  with  annexes.  Signed 
at  Lilongwe  Feb.  21,  1989.  Entered  into 
force  Apr.  6,  1989. 

Mexico 

Agreement  amending  the  agreement  of 
Feb.  13, 1988,  as  amended, concerning  trade 
in  cotton,  wool,  and  manmade  fiber  textiles 
and  textile  products.  Effected  by  exchange 
of  notes  at  Mexico  and  Tlatelolco  Nov.  7, 

1988,  and  Jan.  3,  1989.  Entered  into  force 
Jan.  3,  1989;  effective  Jan.  1,  1989. 

Romania 

Agreement  extending  the  agreement  of 
Dec.  4,  1973,  as  amended  and  extended 
(TIAS  7901,  9431,  10703),  relating  to  civil 
air  transport.  Effected  by  exchange  of  notes 
at  Bucharest  Jan.  23  and  30  and  Feb.  18, 

1989.  Entered  into  force  Feb.  18,  1989;  effec- 
tive Jan.  31,  1989. 

Spain 

Agreement  concerning  the  continued  appli- 
cation of  provisions  of  the  space  cooperation 
agreement  of  Aug.  31  and  Sept.  4,  1984,  un- 
til entry  into  force  of  a  new  agreement. 
Effected  by  exchange  of  notes  at  Madrid 
Mar.  13  and  31,  1989.  Entered  into  force 
Mar.  31,  1989. 

U.S.S.R. 

Agreement  extending  the  agreement  of 
June  19,  1973,  as  amended  and  extended 
(TIAS  7651,  9349),  on  cooperation  in  studies 
of  the  world  ocean.  Effected  by  exchange  of 
notes  at  Moscow  Dec.  13,  1988,  and  Jan.  3, 
1989.  Entered  into  force  Jan.  3,  1989;  effec- 
tive Dec.  15,  1988. 


Department  of  State  Bulletin/June  1989 


69 


PRESS  RELEASES 


PUBLICATIONS 


Memorandum  of  understanding  concerning 
the  operation  of  the  INTELPOST  service, 
with  details  of  implementation.  Signed  at 
Moscow  and  Washington  Feb.  14  and  Mar.  9, 
1989.  Entered  into  force  Apr.  3,  1989. 

United  Arab  Emirates 

Administrative  arrangement  concerning  a 
[textile]  visa  system.  Effected  by  exchange 
of  letters  at  Abu  Dhabi  Feb.  4  and  Mar.  2, 
1989.  Entered  into  force  Mar.  2,  1989. 

United  Kingdom 

Agreement  concerning  the  investigation  of 
drug  trafficking  offenses  and  the  seizures 
and  forfeiture  of  proceeds  and  instrumen- 
talities of  drug  trafficking,  with  attachment 
and  exchange  of  notes.  Signed  at  London 
Feb.  9,  1988.  Entered  into  force  Apr.  11, 
1989. 

Venezuela 

Swap  agreement  between  the  U.S.  Treas- 
ury and  the  Central  Bank  of  Venezuela/ 
Government  of  Venezuela,  with  related  let- 
ter. Signed  at  Washington  and  Caracas  Mar. 
10,  1989.  Entered  into  force  Mar.  10,  1989. 


:Not  in  force. 

2Not  in  force  for  the  U.S. 

3With  declaration(s). 

4 Does  not  apply  to  optional  Annex  IV. 
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Press  releases  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Office  of  Press  Relations,  Department  of 
State,  Washington,  D.C.  20520. 

No.         Date  Subject 

*58      4/3         Program  for  the  visit  of  Is- 
raeli Prime  Minister 
Shamir,  Apr.  5-7. 
59      4/10       Baker:  interview  on  "This 
Week  With  David 
Brinkley,"  Apr.  9. 

*60      4/11       Dr.  John  Randolph  Hubbard 
sworn  in  as  Ambassador  to 
India,  Dec.  5,  1988 
(biographic  data). 

*61      4/11       Edward  Peter  Djerejian 

sworn  in  as  Ambassador  to 
Syria,  Aug.  24,  1988 
(biographic  data). 
62      4/12       Baker:  statement  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Foreign 
Operations,  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee. 

*63  Lawrence  S.  Eagleburger 

sworn  in  as  Deputy 
Secretary  of  State,  Mar.  20 
(biographic  data). 

*64      4/13       Baker:  statement  before  the 
Subcommittee  on 
Commerce,  State,  and 
Justice,  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee. 


65      4/14       Baker:  address  before  the 
American  Society  of 
Newspaper  Editors  1989 
convention. 

*66      4/14       Program  for  the  visit  of  King 
Hussein  I,  Apr.  17-21. 

*67      4/18       Baker:  statement  before  the 
Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee. 
68      4/25       Baker:  interview  by  Morton 
Kondracke  for  PBS 
"American  Interests," 
Apr.  19. 

*69      4/25       Michael  Hayden  Armacost 

sworn  in  as  Ambassador  to 
Japan  (biographic  data). 

*70      4/25       Reginald  Bartholomew  sworn 
in  as  Under  Secretary  for 
Security  Assistance, 
Science,  and  Technology, 
Apr.  20  (biographic  data). 

*71      4/25       Robert  B.  Zoellick  sworn  in 
as  Counselor  of  the 
Department,  Mar.  3 
(biographic  data). 

*72      4/27      James  R.  Lilley  sworn  in  as 
Ambassador  to  the  People's 
Republic  of  China,  Apr.  24 
(biographic  data). 

*73      4/28      Janet  G.  Mullins  sworm  in  as 
Assistant  Secretary  for 
Legislative  Affairs 
(biographic  data). 

*Not  printed  in  the  Bulletin.  ■ 
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Free  single  copies  of  the  following  Depart- 
ment of  State  publications  are  available  from 
the  Public  Information  Division,  Bureau  of 
Public  Affairs,  Department  of  State,  Wash- 
ington, D.C.  20520. 

President  Bush 

Encouraging  Political  and  Economic  Reform 
in  Poland,  citizens  of  Hamtramck,  Mich., 
Apr.  17,  1989  (Current  Policy  #1166). 

Secretary  Baker 

Latin  America  and  the  U.S.:  A  New  Part- 
nership, Carter  Presidential  Center's  Con- 
sultation on  a  New  Hemispheric  Agenda, 
Atlanta,  Mar.  30,  1989  (Current  Policy 
#1160). 

Power  for  Good:  American  Foreign  Policy  in 
the  New  Era,  American  Society  of  News- 
paper Editors,  Apr.  14,  1989  (Current 
Policy  #1162). 

Economics 

Oil  and  Energy  (GIST,  Apr.  1989). 
U.S.  Exports:  Foreign  Policy  Controls 

(GIST,  Apr.  1989). 
Foreign  Investment  in  a  Global  Economy 

(Public  Information  Series,  Apr.  1989). 


Europe 

The  Baltic  States  in  an  Era  of  Soviet  Re- 
form, Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  Do- 
briansky,  Baltic  American  Freedom 
League,  Cleveland,  Mar.  11,  1989  (Cur- 
rent Policy  #1161). 

NATO  Alliance  at  Forty  (GIST,  Apr.  1989). 
Soviet  Emigration:  U.S.  Policy  (GIST, 
Apr.  1989). 

Military  Confidence-  and  Security-Building 
Measures  (Public  Information  Series, 
Apr.  1989). 

Atlantic  Shield:  The  40th  Anniversary  of 
NATO  (Public  Information  Series,  Apr. 
1989). 


Science  &  Technology 

ITU  Plenipotentiary  Conference  (GIST, 

Apr.  1989). 
Telecommunications  as  an  Engine  of  Growth 

(Public  Information  Series,  Apr.  1989). 

Security  Assistance 

FY  1990  Security  Assistance  Program,  As- 
sistant Secretary  Holmes,  Subcommittee 
on  Arms  Control,  International  Security, 
and  Science,  House  Foreign  Affairs  Com- 
mittee, Mar.  8,  1989  (Current  Policy 
#1159). 

Terrorism 

International  Terrorism  (GIST,  Apr.  1989). 

Western  Hemisphere 

Opportunity  and  Challenge  in  Latin  Ameri- 
ca and  the  Caribbean,  Acting  Assistant 
Secretary  Kozak,  Subcommittee  on  West- 
ern Hemisphere  Affairs,  House  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee,  Mar.  2,  1989  (Current 
Policy  #1156). 

Criminal  Justice  and  Democracy  in  the 
Western  Hemisphere  (Public  Information 
Series,  Apr.  1989). 

U.S.  Support  for  Democracy  and  Peace  in 
Central  America  (Selected  Documents 
#36,  Mar.  1989).  ■ 
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